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Chapter 5-Comments and Responses

5.0 Comments and Responses

5.1 Introduction
The public comment period for the Timbered Rock Fire Salvage and Elk Creek Watershed Restoration Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) began August 15, 2003 and ended October 15, 2003. Documents were mailed to 112 individuals, 
businesses, groups, organizations, libraries, elected ofÞ cials, and government agencies. The DEIS was available at local and 
university libraries and on the BLM Timbered Rock website.

5.2 Public Comments
A total of 23 comments were received in the form of e-mails, postcards, faxes, and letters. One letter, received after the close 
of the comment period, was included for analysis.

All letters were assigned a unique identiÞ cation number in the order of receipt. This number allows for the tracking of 
speciÞ c comments back to the original letter.

Letters were read and substantive comments were highlighted. Each comment was assigned a unique comment number 
for tracking. A comment code was assigned to group similar comments. Comment codes were based on the subject of the 
comment in relation to the document. All coded comments were entered verbatim into a comment database. Comments were 
sorted by comment code. Some comments contained unique concerns and were treated as a solitary comment statement. 
Similar comments contained in multiple letters were grouped into one comment statement. Each coded comment can be 
tracked from the original comment number to the comment as it appears in this document. The comment number referenced 
in the Comment and Response section is the assigned comment number. More than one comment number indicates similar 
comments were combined for one response. 

All letters were treated equally. No preference was given to number, organizational afÞ liation, or other status of the respondent.

Comments and responses are intended to be explanatory in nature. If there are any inadvertent contradictions between the 
FEIS and a response, the FEIS prevails.

5.3 Demographics
Information on each respondent was entered into a project-speciÞ c database. Information tracked included the repondentʼs 
name, address, method of response, and organizational afÞ liation.

Table 5.3-1 displays the number of responses by organization type.

Table 5.3-1. Number of Responses by Organization Type

Organization Type
Number of 
Responses

Individual/UnafÞ liated 13

Federal Agency/Elected OfÞ cial 1

Timber or Wood Products Industry 1

Environmental Organization 6

School/University 2

Comment letters were received from the following areas: 12 from Southern Oregon (Medford, White City, Gold Hill, 
Williams, Cave Junction, and Ashland), 5 from California, 1 from Washington, 1 from an unknown location, and 1 each from 
Portland, Eugene, Salem and Yoncalla, Oregon. All comment letters have been reproduced in Section 5.5.
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5.4 Comments and Responses
One comment letter was received after the comment period closed. While many comments were duplicates, it did contain a 
few new substantive comments. Consequently, the comment letter was treated as if it had been received timely. 

One comment letter included �my alternative.� The suggested actions were based on reported burn severity and speciÞ c 
soils. Information was provided either on a unit or section basis. The suggestions were included in the �range of alternatives� 
analyzed in this EIS. Some of the suggestions were already included in the Preferred Alternative or have been incorporated 
into the Preferred Alternative based upon further Þ eld investigations. 

Comments from Oregon Natural Resources Council were divided into two distinct parts. Comments from page one 1 to 
18 were very speciÞ c to the Timbered Rock Fire Salvage and Elk Creek Watershed Restoration DEIS. Page numbers were 
frequently referenced and comments tracked easily back to the DEIS. However, comments on pages 19 through 51 (see 
Section 5.5) were very general in nature, did not reference any speciÞ c page number or passage or information contained 
in the DEIS, and often quoted information from various web sites. Additionally, these latter pages included a number of 
references to other agencies and documents which lead us to conclude these comments were not speciÞ c to the DEIS. 

Following are some examples:

� Page 23 of 56 includes �The EA should have had a better discussion�� 
 The referenced document should be this EIS.

� Page 28 of 56 includes �Please consider at least one non-commercial, restoration-only alternative�� 
 That is the design focus of Alternative B in this EIS. 

� Page 29 of 56 includes �Also, consider an alternative modeled on the recommendations of the Beschta report.� 
 This is the design focus of Alternative F. 

� Page 38 of 56 includes �The Cub EA admits that 12.9 miles of road are� (EA at 39)�� 
 The BLM assumes this is a reference to another document.

� Page 39 of 56 includes �The highest and best use of National Forest is for clean water, wildlife habitat�� 
 The subject lands in this EIS are public lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management, not the US Forest 

Service.

� Page 45 of 56 includes �Salvage activities will further degrade a water quality listed streams such as the Little Malheur 
River.� 

 The �Little Malheur River� is not located in this project area.

� Page 45 of 56 includes ��reliance on speculative mitigation measures in order to reach a FONSI signiÞ cantly 
compromised environmental quality�� 

 A FONSI determination only applies to Environmental Assessments. Preparation of an EIS recognizes impacts are likely. 

Other similar references are presented in pages 19 though 51. 40 CFR 1503.3 (a) addresses speciÞ city of comments; 
�Comments on an environmental impact statement or on a proposed action shall be as speciÞ c as possible and may address 
either the adequacy of the statement or the merits of the alternatives discussed or both.� Nevertheless, those general 
comments which appeared to apply to this EIS were treated as substantive comments and responded to appropriately.
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5.4.1 Chapter 1

Comment 463: �To assess changes in late-successional habitat conditions within the Elk Creek LSR.� This implies post Þ re 
implementation and effectiveness monitoring.

Response: Monitoring will be addressed in the Record of Decision. If approved, projects will be monitored to ensure they are 
implemented consistent with the decisions rendered through the Record of Decision. Effectiveness monitoring is normally 
accommodated through other means. 

Comment 464: Indicators were not discussed with the issues or objectives. The DEIS needs an implementation and 
effectiveness monitoring section for each proposed action.

Response: Indicators are presented for major issues 1-7 (see Sections 1.5.2). Indicators do not seem appropriate for minor 
issues and objectives.

5.4.1.1 Purpose and Need

Comment 28: The BLM should, at a minimum, describe the targeted conditions over a given time frame and show how the 
alternative they adopt accomplishes the desired results.

Response: Targeted conditions are described in the South Cascades LSRA (USDA and USDI 1998. Chapter 4�Desired 
Future Condition), included in Appendix B in the FEIS, and the Elk Creek Watershed Analysis (USDA and USDI 1966, 
Chapter IV�Management Recommendations), included in Appendix C. Each project description in Chapter 2 and Appendix E 
includes a desired future condition. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 were added to the FEIS to show projected trends and consequences of 
stand-replacement areas and restoration projects.

Comment 277: Conducting destructive salvage operations in order to capturing commercial log value is inappropriate. This 
is an LSR, so the industry had no plausible expectation of beneÞ t from these trees.

Response: Conducting �destructive� salvage operations is not proposed. The proposed salvage operations are consistent with 
the LSR objectives and the NFP guidelines for salvage. These guidelines state �Salvage guidelines are intended to prevent 
negative effects on late-successional habitat, while permitting some commercial wood volume removal� (DEIS, A-6). It could 
be concluded from this statement that the NFP anticipated some economic beneÞ t from salvage activities in LSRs.

Comment 302: We believe the alternatives offered fail to meet the project purpose and need. [T]he proposed alternatives 
appear to place undue emphasis on one portion of one objective. That is, it appears an inordinate degree of emphasis was 
placed on a portion of objective 7 (i.e., recovery of economic value of Þ re-killed trees) without adequately addressing 
either the other element of that objective (i.e., meeting LSR and watershed objectives) or adequately addressing the other 
objectives.

Response: We disagree. The presented alternatives address all the objectives listed on page 1-6 of the DEIS. Each action 
alternative is divided into two sections, salvage and restoration. The reason there is a greater emphasis placed on salvage is 
because that is perceived as having the greatest effect and generates the most controversy. This is consistent with the Code of 
Federal Regulation (40 CFR 1502.14).

Comment 499: All Þ sh populations would be aided by the removal of Elk Creek Dam.

Response: The removal of the Elk Creek Dam is outside the scope of this EIS.

Comment 69: Referring to the US Department of Energy guidelines, this EIS generally follows the recommended format. In 
the Purpose and Need section, the order in the section should follow the title. This document places the Need section prior to 
the Purpose section.

Response: Regulations at 40 CFR 1502.10 suggest a �recommended format� for EISs applies to all agencies. However some 
latitude is provided. The format used in the Timbered Rock EIS parallels that used in the FEIS on Management of Habitat 
for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, as amended, 
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and the Medford District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. This EIS is tiered to those 
documents. �Need� is presented prior to the �Purpose� for clarity. The Timbered Rock Fire primarily created the need for this 
EIS and it was important for the reader to have that context Þ rst.

Comments 127 and 136: In a recent case the court determined that mere acknowledgement of contradictory science 
is insufÞ cient, there must be some reasoned evaluation of the contradictory science. The BLM is required to address 
contradictory science, and explain why it has chosen to use the speciÞ ed science.

Response: Section 1.2.3 in Chapter 1 addresses some of the scientiÞ c, emotional, and philosophical controversies regarding 
salvage of Þ re-killed trees. It is not possible to fully lay to rest these controversies. The EIS was designed to use the best 
science and management guidelines available and to assess the effect of retaining various levels of snags and coarse woody 
debris while meeting LSR objectives and salvaging some of the economic value of the Þ re-killed trees. These controversies 
were recognized in FEMAT, the NFP ROD, and the McIver and Starr report (2001). The Preferred Alternative, Alternative G 
includes potential research to respond to some of this controversy, such as varying levels of reforestation and the inß uences 
of salvage and salvage intensity on wildlife. Alternative F, based on the Beschta, et al. Report, results in little salvage, leaves 
high levels of snags and CWD, and causes few disturbances to Þ re-damaged soil. Alternative E represents a higher level of 
salvage. 

Comment 19: The DEIS seems to exalt economic objectives above those of the LSR and its inhabitants. I do not see a size 
limit in Alternative G. I see new roads.

Response: The 9 objectives of the EIS are outlined in Section 1.3.1, Purpose. The only objective relating to economics is 
�Recover some economic value of Þ re-killed trees while meeting LSR and watershed objectives. (NFP and LSRA) (MMBF)� 
There is no size limit in Alternative G, however, only Þ re-killed trees are proposed for salvage. No new permanent roads 
would be built and temporary new roads would be decommissioned after use.

Comment 51: The most recent work by John Sessions (2003) at OSU concerning the management options on the Biscuit Fire 
would be an excellent work to site [sic] as reference to the choices the BLM might make in an improved Alternative �G�. 
The BLM should employ the new Categorical Exclusion regulations for CE numbers 10, 11 (effective June 5, 2003) and CE 
numbers 12, 13, 14 (effective July 29, 2003). All of these tools give the agencies ß exibility and direction outside the normal 
planning process to at least begin to address the huge Þ re potential that still exists in the Timbered Rock Fire perimeter and 
surrounding vegetation.

Response: Members of the Timbered Rock EIS team have reviewed the �Sessions Report� on the Biscuit Fire. In addition, 
team members have reviewed two recent reports by Jack Ward Thomas, Northwest Forest Plan Review, both dated in June 
2003. All three of these documents question the sustainability of Late-Successional Reserves, particularly in southwest 
Oregon and northern California, as presently managed under the NFP. However, changing the management of LSRs is 
beyond the scope of this EIS. Nevertheless, Alternative G does implement some of the recommendations from the �Sessions 
Report� such as, use of aerial logging systems, reducing road construction, protecting key wildlife sites, stream protection, 
and also incorporates research to analyze some of the growing concerns. Categorical Exclusions 1.12, relating to hazardous 
fuels reduction, and 1.13, relating to post-Þ re rehabilitation, may be applied in the future as appropriate. The other cited CEs 
apply to the USFS, not to the BLM. 

Comment 462: The Þ rst need mentioned is �to rehabilitate Þ re damaged landscape.� The fact that major human intervention 
is necessary after a large Þ re is questionable. Fires are a natural part of the landscape in the LSR. The desire to accelerate the 
recovery process is understandable and sometimes necessary. However the extent to which the landscape must be managed is 
important to consider. To error on the conservative side seems appropriate.

Response: The EIS offers a wide range of alternatives at various management levels from what may be considered the 
�conservative side,� such as Alternatives A, B, and F, to a moderate approach in Alternatives C, D, and G, to the more 
intensive management proposed in Alternative E.

Comment 161: In the DEIS the BLM must explain what the speciÞ c purpose and intent of the proposed research project is, 
and why it cannot be done in an AMA or other management unit.

Response: A memorandum dated May 12, 2003 from the RIEC provided clariÞ cation for research within an LSR (see 
Appendix A, LSR Guidance from NFP-ROD). The required assessment is included in Chapter 1 (Section 1.6) and the NEPA 
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compliance is contained in this EIS. The research will test assumptions relating to habitat use and development relating to 
birds and mammals and test reforestation techniques that can be applied to a variety of land use allocations. A critical part 
of the wildlife research is that it is designed prior to salvage operations rather than grafted onto a previously Þ re-salvaged 
landscape. This is also true of the reforestation research where similar plots will be located in salvaged and unsalvaged areas. 
The effects analysis is included in Section 3.4.3.

Research is not included in an AMA or other management unit (allocation) because the occurrence of the Timbered Rock 
Fire in an LSR provided an opportunity to conduct research. Since the mid-1980s, there have been a number of large Þ res 
within the Butte Falls Resource Area, Medford District, and in other parts of western Oregon where research could have 
been conducted but was not. The Butte Falls Field Manager recognized that research related to �Þ re effects� had not kept up 
with reported controversies. Scientists at OSU were contacted following the Timbered Rock Fire and asked to conduct an 
informal review of a few of these past Þ res and offer suggestions regarding identiÞ ed objectives (see Appendix F, Report on 
Fire and Post-Fire Management Effects). The proposed research grew out of that analysis. While proposed research could be 
conducted in an AMA or Matrix allocations, the opportunity was presented as a result of the Timbered Rock Fire in the Elk 
Creek LSR. These undertakings do not preclude Þ re-related research in other land use allocations, or an expansion of research 
within the LSR as long as LSR objectives are met. 

5.4.1.2 Legal Requirements

Comment 178: The draft spotted owl recovery plan (p 115) indicates that 17 of the largest Douglas Þ r and 9 of the largest 
hemlock snags per acre must be retained in the western Oregon Cascades.

Response: That recommendation from the 1992 Draft Recovery Plan was not carried forward into the Northwest Forest 
Plan, which serves as the BLM and USFS contribution to the recovery of the spotted owl. Appendix D, Table D-5 compares 
recommended Douglas-Þ r and white Þ r snag levels from recent,  regionally-speciÞ c papers. Only the north end of the 
Timbered Rock project area contains hemlock.

Comments 322 and 536: Disclose the full amount of money spent complying with Boise Corps. ROW Agreements. Through 
what authority were the Þ ve miles of road built? Using CEs? Why was KS Wild not afforded an opportunity to comment 
on the location and construction of these roads? What happened to the trees that were located where the roads were built? 
Are these roads also to be used for BLM access to salvage logging units? Were any surveys (survey and manage, riparian 
reserve, NSO) completed pursuant to this road construction? Did these roads contribute to the attainment of the objectives 
of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy? How close were these roads to NSO activity centers? Road densities in the Elk Creek 
watershed have been increased, contrary to the stated policy: �[t]here is to be no net increase in the amounts of roads in key 
watersheds.�

Response: The increase in road density on BLM-administered lands in the watershed resulted from the Þ ling of plats under 
the Reciprocal Right-of-Way Agreement from adjacent landowners to facilitate access to private land. As stated in the 
Medford District RMP ROD page 6, �Valid existing rights may be held by other Federal, State or local government agencies 
or by private individuals or companies. Valid existing rights may pertain to mining claims, mineral or energy leases, rights-
of-way, reciprocal rights-of-way, leases, agreements, permits and waters rights.� The land allocation of ʻKey Watershed  ̓
only applies to US Forest Service and BLM-administered lands. Furthermore, Alternative G proposes to decommission 
approximately 35 miles of road within the Elk Creek Watershed resulting in no net increase in amounts of roads on BLM 
lands. Surveys are conducted and mitigations applied, as appropriate.

Comment 367: As the proposed project may have impacts on Tribes, the FEIS should be developed in consultation with all 
affected tribal governments, consistent with Executive Order (EO) 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments). Documentation of these consultations should be included in the FEIS.

Response: A scoping letter was sent on January 28, 2003 to the following tribes; AfÞ liated Tribes of Northwest Indians, 
Cow Creek Band Of Umpqua Tribe, Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission, Oregon Commission of Indian Services, 
Confederated Tribes of the Grande Ronde, Confederated Tribes of the Siletz, Coquille Indian Tribe, Klamath Tribe, Burns 
Paiute Tribe, Confederated Tribes, Warm Springs Reservation, and Confederated Tribes, Umatilla Indian Reservation. Of the 
previous groups, three requested a copy of the Draft EIS, which was sent August 15, 2003. This information has been added 
to Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.
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Comment 368: The FEIS should improve its disclosure regarding the proposed projectʼs compliance with the Executive 
Order (EO 13112) on invasive species.

Response: EO 13112 directs Federal Agencies to restrict the introduction of exotic species into ecosystems on lands owned 
or controlled by the federal government, and to �encourage� states, local governments and private citizens from introducing 
exotic species into natural ecosystems of the United States. All projects identiÞ ed under this EIS, are screened and modiÞ ed 
to include noxious weed management objectives.

Comment 525: Perhaps someone specializing in sediment transport, if not the hydrologist, and a Þ reÞ ghter would have been 
good additions to the team.

Response: Sediment transport is an important issue in this EIS. It has direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on a variety 
of resources. Specialists directly involved in analyzing sediment transport include the soil scientist, mass wasting specialist, 
hydrologist, and Þ sheries biologist. A number of team members are involved in Þ re Þ ghting, prescribed Þ re management, 
and/or emergency stabilization and rehabilitation following a wildÞ re. Most team members have Þ rst hand knowledge of Þ re 
suppression or rehabilitation actions on the Timbered Rock Fire.

Comments 37 and 38: After large stand replacement Þ res like Timbered Rock, an alternative deploying herbicides should be 
shown in contrast to manual methods, so the public can see the long term consequences of these choices along with costs and 
time frames to establish a new forest.

Response: The BLM presently does not have legal authority to use herbicides for control of competing vegetation, only for 
control of noxious weeds. A Vegetative Management EIS is presently being prepared by the BLM (see http://www.blm.gov/
weeds/VegEIS/ for more details). An opportunity for research may exist with adjacent landowners on private land to include 
herbicides and compliment the planned reforestation research proposed in the DEIS on federal land.

Comment 526: The main critique of the DEIS is its failing to mention that Elk Creek is a 303(d) listed creek. The Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), as mandated by the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), has listed Elk Creek on 
its 303(d) list as an impaired water body for temperature and dissolved oxygen in the summer months. These water quality 
impairments present signiÞ cant implications to threatened Coho salmon and other anadromous Þ sh species within Elk Creek. 
As a result, the needs to improve water quality within the temperature impaired Elk Creek and to protect threatened species 
that are temperature sensitive were most likely not taken into consideration in the development of the purpose and need 
statement and the range of alternatives.

Response: The EIS states that Elk Creek is a 303(d) listed creek in Section 3.4.2.1, Water Quality, Temperature. It is also 
shown as a listed creek on Map 3-7: 303(d) listed streams.

Comment 150: The BLM is prohibited from incorporating materials in the DEIS not easily available to the public. The study 
of mass wasting in the Elk Creek Watershed conducted by the Boise Cascade Corporation is both referenced and relied on 
throughout the DEIS. This is exactly the type of incorporation that is prohibited.

Response: The subject material has been made available to those requesting the information. It is an excellent source 
document that focused on roads and sediment delivery to streams. It would be inappropriate to ignore a professionally 
prepared analysis speciÞ c to the Elk Creek Watershed.

Comment 153: The DEIS does not consider alternative science in this matter as required by NEPA. A well-circulated report 
suggests that logging in sensitive areas (e.g. recently burned areas), regardless of the logging method employed, is associated 
with accelerated soil erosion. This report is ignored during the treatment of soil erosion in the DEIS. NEPA requires that the 
BLM �disclose responsible scientiÞ c opinion in opposition to the proposed action, and make a good faith, reasoned response 
to it.�

Response: It is assumed that part of the �opposing opinion� is the report by Beschta, et al. The Beschta Report is the basis for 
Alternative F and the BLM has made a good faith, reasoned response to it in this EIS.

Comment 314: Alternative G would provide for logging in the Elk Creek Late Successional Reserve. However, under 
the Northwest Forest Plan, logging can only occur in an LSR where more than 60% of the forest canopy has been killed. 
Alternative G also would allow for the logging of living trees as well as dead ones, despite the Northwest Forest Planʼs 
prohibition of the taking of such live trees in an LSR. The NFP also calls for logged roadside hazard trees to be left in place.
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Response: In Section 2.3.1.1, for area salvage, �Alternatives C, D, and G focus on high and moderate burn severity areas 
greater than 10 acres and less than 40 percent canopy closure.� Additional description of Alternative G in Section 2.4.7 
discusses salvage occurring in high and moderate severity areas greater than 10 acres. These areas typically are stand 
replacement areas with less than 40 percent canopy closure. Section 2.4.7 and Table 2-1 have been edited to include this 
detail and provide consistency with other alternative descriptions. The ʻgreen-tree  ̓logging included in Alternative G salvage 
proposal includes the potential need to remove green trees for access or logging feasibility.

The Standard and Guidelines of the NFP for salvage in Late-Successional Reserves (USDA and USDI 1994, C-15, guideline 
number 11) recognizes some green trees may need to be harvested to provide access for feasible logging operations (see 
Appendix A). Some restoration projects include �green-tree� logging. These projects are consistent with the S&Gs from the 
NFP and based on recommendations in the South Cascades LSRA. The NFP (USDA and USDI 1994, C-15, guideline #6) 
states, �In other areas, such as along roads, leaving material on site should be considered.� The EIS team determined hazard 
trees should be left on site within Riparian Reserves and owl activity center with suitable owl habitat. In the remaining area it 
was determined there would be adequate levels of snags and CWD provided by the non-hazardous snags left along the roads 
and the snags and CWD left in the adjacent stands.

Comment 528: Salvage logging and watershed restoration activities should not be considered under the same DEIS because 
the purpose and need of each are quite different.

Response: This approach would be contrary to NEPA in a variety of ways, but particularly as it relates to cumulative effects 
analysis, reasonable foreseeable actions, public involvement, and reduction in paperwork (see 40 CFR 1500.4, 1502.2, 
1502.14, 1508.7 as examples).

Comment 441: The reader is promised that a Water Quality Restoration Plan (WQRP) will be developed for the Elk Creek 
Watershed and will be included in the FEIS (DEIS 3-49). Would not a WQRP be helpful for developing and identifying a 
preferred alternative? How can the public incorporate the WQRP into comments if the plan is only released after substantive 
management decisions and direction have already been determined?

Response: The WQRP is based upon analyses contained in the EIS and is consistent with Alternative G. The WQRP is not a 
decision document but a submission to DEQ as part of the State TMDL process. Development of the WQRP represents active 
agency participation under the requirements of the Clean Water Act. The draft WQRP is included in Appendix I, Hydrology.

Comment 160: The BLM does not explain what standards and guidelines this project is designed to test. Nor does the BLM 
explain the necessity of clear-cutting within an LSR to support these tests.

Response: Research proposals are designed to test S&Gs of the NFP. �The Vegetation Dynamics and Fire Hazard in 
Experimental Mixed-species Restoration Plantings in Southwestern Oregon� Anderson, et al. research was designed to 
test the following LSR Standard and Guidelines: snag retention, control of competing vegetation, and spacing of planted 
seedlings. This research will provide new explicit information about the potential positive role of snag retention to moderate 
microsites and provide favorable post-Þ re regeneration opportunities. Control of competing vegetation (weeding) will be 
explicitly evaluated with respect to establishment of planted conifers. Given that rapid tree canopy development can shorten 
the time necessary for Late-Successional development, removal of competing shrubs may be necessary to ensure survival and 
initial growth of planted trees. Varying planting density (spacing) in combination with weeding will inß uence the extent and 
duration of shrub cover and the onset of conifer canopy recession. These dynamics will potentially have signiÞ cant inß uence 
on timing and duration of Þ re risk and therefore fall under LSR S&Gs allowing silvicultural treatments to reduce the risk 
from Þ re, insects, disease or other environmental variables. The S&Gs tested by �Evaluation of the inß uences of salvage and 
salvage intensity on wildlife� Hayes, is outlined in the research proposal in Appendix G.

Comment 164: The standards and guidelines of the NFP state �management should focus on retaining snags that are likely to 
persist until late successional conditions have developed.� Alternative G allows for only very minimal snag retention, 6 snags 
greater than 20 DBH per acre. (This does not fulÞ ll the purpose and intent of the guidelines.)

Response: The LSRA (USDA and USDI 1998, 168) acknowledges that salvage in an LSR was recognized as a contentious 
issue in FEMAT. There is a discussion on salvage. The LSRA �approaches, criteria, and process considerations will eliminate 
the need for each interdisciplinary team to reconsider the philosophical debate concerning whether salvage is generically 
appropriate in LSR allocation, and instead concentrate on if and where salvage helps meet Plan and LSR objectives for a 
given stand replacement event� (USDA and USDI 1998, 168).
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Salvage under Alternative G would leave 8-12 snags per acre in the salvage units. This is consistent with DecAID (see DEIS, 
Appendix D, D-29). On approximately 147 acres in the research units, 6 snags per acre would be left. This is consistent with 
DecAID recommendation for the Douglas-Þ r plant series. 

Salvage would not occur in areas burned at high and moderate severity less than 10 acres in size and/or more than 40 percent 
canopy. These areas will have 100 percent of snags remaining. Snags would also be left in stands that burned with low and 
very low/unburned severities. Of 11,774 acres affected by the Timbered Rock Fire within the LSR on BLM-administered 
lands, approximately 10,400 acres would remain unsalvaged. DEIS Table 2-2, page 2-53 and 2-54, indicates that under 
Alternative G, 87 percent of the Þ re-killed trees would be retained in the salvage area. It also shows that 47 percent of the 
stand-replacement acres would not be salvaged. Information showing the distribution of trees by diameter class was added to 
the FEIS (see Figure 2.3-2). See response to comment numbers 142 and 143 in Section 5.4.3.3.

Comment 205: The so-called �brain book� that agency staff use to clarify the direction in the Northwest Forest Plan ROD 
urges the agency to use the requirements from the Draft Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl which requires retention 
of all scorched trees that �may live� as well as all snags over 20 inches because these live trees and larger snags are most 
likely to last more than 100 years and help to Þ ll the temporal gap in snag recruitment as the post-Þ re stand develops.

Response: We are not aware of any handbook or manual referred to as the �brain book.�

Comment 308: The Northwest Forest Plan LSR Standards and Guidelines regarding retention of live trees, felling and 
leaving hazard trees along roads, and criteria for when salvage is allowable are violated.

Response: The alternatives were designed to provide the decision maker with a �reasonable range of alternatives� (see 
Section 2.5). Table 2-2 addresses consistency with the NFP and the subsequent South Cascades LSRA. Memorandums 
contained in Appendix A address exemptions for research and complying with LSR objectives.

Comments 157 and 158: The NFP guidelines require that management following a stand-replacing event should be designed 
to accelerate or not impede the development of high quality habitat for species associated with late-successional forest 
conditions. The DEIS fails to explain how intensive salvage logging accomplishes these objective.

Response: Tables 2-2 and 2-3 address this issue. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 were added to the FEIS to show anticipated trends and 
consequences of projects proposed in Alternative G over time. The EIS makes no contention that intensive salvage logging 
would accelerate the development of high quality habitat. Alternative G was designed to not impede habitat for species 
associated with late-successional forest conditions. The environmental consequences described would reß ect any impacts to 
these species. No additional information has been provided to alter these Þ ndings.

Comments 162 and 190: The standards and guidelines speciÞ cally caution that because there is much to learn about 
development of species associated with LSR and their habitat, that only, conservative amounts of salvage logging should 
be allowed. Alternative G fails to adhere to this principle and exercises no constraint or conservatism. Alternative G is the 
only alternative that allows for wholesale clear cutting in some areas. This is completely contrary to the NFP Standards and 
Guidelines �conservative salvage� approach to management.

Response: As shown in Figure 2.3-1 and 2.3-2 and Table 2-2, only a conservative amount of salvage material is being 
removed from the LSR. Only about 13 percent of the Þ re-killed trees, or 22 percent of the volume, will be removed. Also, the 
salvage prescription (based on DecAID Wood Advisor) requires retaining snags across size classes. A discussion of volume 
from the research units versus volume from implementing the Alternative G area salvage approach in the research units has 
been added to the FEIS (see Section 3.17.3.1, Economics, Environmental Consequences ). As discussed, there is less volume 
removed under the research proposal.

Comments 163 and 206: The NFP standards and guidelines require that salvage logging only be allowed in riparian areas 
if necessary to attain Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives. The DEIS fails to explain why under the proposed salvage 
logging in Riparian areas under alternative G is necessary to achieve aquatic conservation strategies.

Response: The proposed salvage logging in the riparian area is not necessary to achieve the Aquatic Conservation Strategy. 
It is necessary to meet the objectives of the research proposal. The proposed salvage activities are designed to meet ACS 
objectives through the four components of the ACS objectives which are Riparian Reserves, watershed analysis, Key 
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Watersheds, and watershed restoration. Alternative G at a watershed and subwatershed scale would meet ACS objectives. See 
Section 3.4.3, Environmental Consequences, ACS Consistency Common to all Alternatives, which was added to the Final EIS.

Comments 203 and 235:  Hazard tree removal will violate NFP ROD requirements to consider cutting and leaving roadside 
hazard trees in place. The EIS fails to address the �degree and direction of lean,� even though these are important factors 
according to OSHA. Large roadside hazard trees should be left on the ground in the LSR and Riparian Reserves. The EIS 
fails to explain whether they are needed to meet biological objectives or not. 

Response: Appendix D identiÞ es the need to retain 12 snags/acre on white Þ r sites and 8 snags/acre on Douglas-Þ r sites. 
Appendix D also identiÞ es that additional coarse woody debris would be provided by 10-16" DBH trees which would not 
be considered merchantable due to delay in harvest. Section 2.3.1.2 indicates hazard tree removal would extend a maximum 
of 200' from a given road. Trees within riparian areas or owl activity centers with suitable habitat would be retained except 
where a tree falls across the road prism. Retention of non-hazardous trees, unmerchantable trees, and all trees within owl 
cores or riparian areas may or may not result in adequate coarse woody debris levels along the portions adjacent to the 
road prism. Coarse woody debris needs at the stand level, however, would be provided for. The EIS recognizes degree and 
direction of lean in identifying hazard trees, as deÞ ned by OSHA (OAR 437-006-005), in Section 3.16.2.2. Appendix D also 
illustrates this consideration using Oregon Guidelines for Selecting Reserve Trees which was written in cooperation with 
Oregon Occupational Safety and Health.

Comment 395: The proposal to leave as little as 6 snags per-acre is a de facto clearcut and violates both the NFP and RMP 
standards and guidelines for LSR, CHU and Key Watershed management.

Response: The RMP Standards and Guidelines are the same as those in the NFP. The research meets the Standard and 
Guidelines and satisÞ es the assessment requirements as outlined in the May 12, 2003 REO research memorandum (see 
Appendix A). Salvage logging within research units covers only 282 acres of the 961 salvage acres included in Alternative G.

Comment 109: But the management guidelines and designs for LSRs mandate plans which enhance, protect and consider 
forest values other than lumber.

Response: Salvage is a permitted activity within designated LSRs. The NFP-ROD provides speciÞ c LSR salvage guidelines 
starting on page C-13 (see Appendix A). The ROD anticipated large scale Þ res within LSRs in the Klamath Province by 
providing �guidelines to reduce risks of large-scale disturbances.� This EIS proposes restoration and salvage consistent with 
those guidelines.

Comments 171 and 172: Snag retention levels violate salvage guidelines in the NFP ROD, the South Cascades LSR 
Assessment, and the draft spotted owl recovery plan (3-199) which all require retention of all large snags to ensure snag and 
coarse wood habitat through time until the next stand begins to recruit signiÞ cant numbers of large snags.

Response: The snag retention levels prescribed in the Preferred Alternative do not violate the NFP. The snag retention levels 
follow the DecAID Wood Advisor which REO determined would be consistent with LSR objectives (see Appendix A, REO 
letter dated May 13, 2003).

Comments 364, 352, 159, 245, 362, 246, and 379: The FEIS should explain, in the absence of adequate research data 
relative to salvage cut prescriptions consistent with the NFP, the value of simulating cut prescriptions not consistent with Late 
Successional Reserves (LSR) and Riparian Reserves Standards and Guidelines consistent with NFP.

Response: Appendix G contains the detailed research proposal including the rationale for the cut prescriptions. As described 
in Section 1.6, the research proposal is consistent with the Northwest Forest Plan because it tests critical assumptions of the 
NFP Standard and Guidelines and will produce results important for habitat development in all land uses. Alternative G, 
including the research, is consistent with the DecAID Wood Advisor on a landscape level.

Comments 250 and 348: The proposed salvage activities conß ict with the Medford RMP, because salvage logging and other 
activities will violate the RMPs deferral of several heavily impacted watersheds in the Þ re area.

Response: Section 1.2.1 states, �This deferral was based on equivalent clearcut acres, compacted acres, openings in 
the transient snow zone, and road density.� The objective of the deferral was to delay silvicultural treatments on BLM-
administered lands until vegetation had recovered to reduce cumulative effects to acceptable levels. However, the Timbered 
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Rock Fire reset the vegetative state on most acreage within these drainages back to zero and negated the original purpose 
of these deferrals even though they remain in place. Furthermore, the deferral (USDI 1995, 42) states, �activities of a 
limited nature (e.g., riparian, Þ sh or wildlife enhancements, salvage, etc.) could be permitted...� The deferrals for watershed 
monitoring remain in place. They are located outside the Þ re perimeter.

Comment 189: LSR Assessments are to identify �criteria for appropriate treatments� (NFP ROD page C-11). Treatments that 
do not meet these pre-deÞ ned criteria are therefore presumed to be �inappropriate.� The commercial removal of large snags 
and other impacts on the LSR therefore inappropriate.

Response: The comment is taken out of context. A discussion of �Guidelines for Salvage� starts on page C-13 of the NFP-
ROD. These criteria are expanded in the South Cascades LSRA, which includes two approaches to salvage: an area approach 
(used in this EIS) and a Þ re risk reduction approach. As these events were anticipated in both documents and management 
guidelines suggested, it is apparent that salvage logging is an appropriate treatment. Consistent with an REO memorandum 
dated May 13, 2003 (see Appendix A) �If amounts of standing dead and down wood proposed for retention in salvage units 
were estimated from the DECAID tool, then the proposed action would be consistent with objectives for managing LSRs.�

Comment 195: The LSRA requires the consideration of �other factors� and urges the retention of snags on the bottom 1/3 of 
slopes, and north and east aspects (presumably where they are more likely to last the longest) (B-32).

Response: These factors would be considered when snag retention areas and actual salvage units are selected. Snags would 
be left adjacent to riparian areas and other sites where they would be likely to remain. Other considerations would be leaving 
some snags with cavities or loose bark on or near ridge tops and with east aspects in FMZs (see Appendix E, E-18) to provide 
beneÞ t to bats.

Comment 219: Page 3-157 implies that there are �excessive� snag densities in the Þ re area and this poses a Þ re risk, 
however� a. this conclusion is not analyzed anywhere in the EIS, even though that is the recommended approach of 
the LSRA (to determine if Þ re suppression has resulted in snag/tree numbers greater than �typical�). Donʼt say snags are 
excessive until you credibly analyze it.

Response: Please refer to the analysis completed for Alternative C which compared the existing snag levels with the deÞ ned 
�typical� levels as identiÞ ed in the LSRA. Table D-2 in Appendix D shows the existing unit snag levels compared to the 
LSRA �typical� levels.

Comment 227: The LSRA urges that fuel breaks be built where canopy closure is already been reduced below 40% (B-39), 
but without explanation BLM is going far beyond this recommendation.

Response: The comment refers to the Fuel Break Salvage Approach in the LSRA (see DEIS, Appendix B, B-41) and relates 
to salvaging within these fuel breaks. Salvage in the fuel breaks would only occur in areas where canopy closure is below 40 
percent. The LSRA also includes �Treatments and Criteria to Reduce Risks of Large-Scale Disturbance� for reducing large 
Þ re risk with fuel breaks (see DEIS, Appendix B, B-11). These proposed fuel breaks would follow the described guidelines 
described in the project description Section 2.3.2.3 and salvage would not occur within them.

Comment 248: The May 13, 2003 memo from FWS purporting to approve the DecAID tool as an alternative to the LSRA 
methodology is arbitrary and capricious. There is no analysis to support this change and it is totally unscientiÞ c. The BLMʼs 
use of the DecAID tool fails to consider the fact that snags fall down and you need to retain many in the short-term in order to 
have enough in the long-term.

Response: The referenced memo is from the Regional Ecosystem OfÞ ce. The LSRA describes criteria which, if combined 
with the Standards and Guidelines for salvage (USDA and USDI 1994b, C-13 to C-16), would result in no further review 
from REO. The LSRA acknowledges that other criteria, which meets LSR salvage standards, should be forwarded to 
the REO for review. The BLM forwarded the DecAID snag and CWD levels to the LSR Working Group and the Work 
Group concluded �If the proposed amounts of standing dead and down wood proposed for retention in salvage units were 
estimated from the DecAID tool, then the proposed action would be consistent with objectives for managing LSRs� (see 
DEIS Appendix D, pages A-18 and A-19). Figures 2.3-1 and 2.3-2 display the levels of snags by size retained within each 
alternative for both short and long-term. The EIS evaluates a number of snag and CWD retention levels, three of which 
are speciÞ c to Southwest Oregon. It is noted the Preferred Alternative snag and CWD levels meet or exceed these local 
references (see Appendix D, Table D-5). It is also noted the commenter later included the DecAID Wood Advisor as new 
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information which the BLM should consider in determining snags and down wood. See the response to Comments 268 and 
269 in Section 5.4.2.1.

Comment 249: The EIS (3-195) says that they are meeting the requirements of the Diane White paper on retaining snags and 
coarse wood in SW Oregon, but that paper applies to Matrix regeneration harvest, not salvage. The page 1 of the SW Oregon 
PIEC MOU that implements this guideline is explicit that is applies to matrix regen, not salvage in an LSR.

Response: This comment is correct and it is why the Diane White paper was not included as a stand alone alternative. It was 
included because it provided another accepted local information source to compare with DecAID and other snag references. 
See DEIS Appendix D, Table D-5, Alternative G Snag and CWD levels, for a comparison of recommended snag and CWD 
levels by reference. In the intensive research replications, 6 snags per acre would be left on approximately 147 acres. In the 
other areas, 8-12 snags per acre would be left. This is within the range recommended by DecAID.

Comment 254: The EIS (p. 1-11) says that the LSRA will be updated after the FEIS/ROD for this project is approved, but 
if these documents are to be used as aids to informed decision-making (as intended in the Northwest Forest Plan ROD) then 
they need to be undated before the decision, not after.

Response: Neither the Watershed Analysis nor the LSRA are decision documents. Rather, they contain background 
information and recommendations regarding attaining LSR objectives. The information contained in this EIS will be used to 
update the background information and management recommendations. New information is added to the Watershed Analysis 
and LSRA as needed. Both documents were used to provide background information and to identify recommendations to 
implement LSR objectives.

Comment 363: In addition, the 100% proposed cut prescriptions for the fourteen acres of Riparian Reserves is not consistent 
with the LSR Standard and Guides for Riparian Reserves.

Response: The effects of this action were analyzed in Section 3.4.3.1, Environmental Consequences, Water Quality. The 
proposal is not 100 percent cut prescription, but leaves six trees per acre, consistent with other lands included within research 
units. The research proposal has been modiÞ ed and now proposes fewer acres (11) within Riparian Reserves. 

Comment 375: For the FEIS, we recommend that the South Cascades Late-Successional Reserve Assessment and the Elk 
Creek Watershed Analysis be updated and revised to accurately reß ect current site condition changes due to the Timbered 
Rock wildÞ re.

Response: Section 1.6 states that both the Elk Creek Watershed Analysis and the South Cascades LSRA will be updated 
following completion of this EIS and associated ROD.

Comments 192, 196, and 191: The LSRA urges the use of small patch cuts or group selection limited to 20% of the area of 
stands with less than 40% canopy closure and limits salvage to 1% of the administrative unit. The LSRA sets forth a clear 
method of analysis for determining the median live tree density for the plant series and considers salvage of the material in 
�excess� of these �typical� levels. (B-30). This requirement is clearly not met, but that analysis is also lacking.

Response: The complete analysis of the treatments and criteria identiÞ ed in the LSRA is included in Alternative C. Also, see 
Point 4 in the REO memo dated May 13, 2003 regarding estimated maximum treatments (see Appendix A, A-19). 

Comments 193 and 198: The proposed salvage will create large (>10 acre) patches virtually devoid of trees and snags. The 
South Cascades LSRA recommends �small patches� (<5 acres) or group selection. The EIS (3-218) does not address this 
issue of patch size.

Response: The area salvage units in the Preferred Alternative (Alternative G) have been modiÞ ed to address salvaging of 
patches with retention of snags within the unsalvaged portion of the unit. Patch size would vary from approximately 1�20 
acres (see Appendix D, Table D-8 for detailed salvage acres within each unit). Research units would continue to scatter six 
snags/acre over the salvaged portion of the unit.

Comments 296, 422, 430, and 431: How the preferred alternative will meet Late Successional Reserves standards and 
guidelines and attain Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives is not presented in an accurate, clear, complete, and unbiased 
manner.
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Response: A summary of all alternatives and their consistency in meeting LSR S&Gs can be found in Table 2-2. The 
Preferred Alternative meets the S&Gs by limiting salvage to stand replacement areas greater than 10 acres and less than 40 
percent canopy closure. The DecAID Wood Advisor snag and CWD retention levels and acres of salvage were all reviewed 
by the LSR Working Group and determined to meet LSR S&Gs. Section 3.4.3 has been added to the FEIS to further clarify 
consistency with the ACS.

Comment 253: The recommendations in the LSR Assessment and the Watershed Analysis have not been subjected to NEPA. 
The desired future conditions described in the LSRA of 55% late seral habitat within the LSR has not been validated or 
analyzed with respect to a range of alternatives or public comment. The recommendations to limit high risk conditions to 
28% of the LSR, is similarly un-evaluated in terms of NEPA.

Response: The commenter is correct; the Watershed Analysis and LSR Assessment were not subject to NEPA. The Northwest 
Forest Plan was subject to NEPA and these documents are an outcome of the NFP. Page 57 of the NFP-ROD provides the 
direction on what activities may proceed after the completion of a LSRA. As stated in the LSRA (USDA and USDI 1998, 12), 
�The assessment provides information for context and some treatments as well as criteria to ensure consistency with LSR 
objectives. It does not exempt agencies from following NEPA and other planning requirements.� The NFP-ROD (USDA and 
USDI 1994b, B-20) states �It will be an analytical process, not a decision-making process with a proposed action requiring 
NEPA documentation.� �The information from the watershed analyses will contribute to decision making at all levels. 
Project-speciÞ c NEPA planning will use information developed from watershed analysis.� The Timbered Rock Fire Salvage 
and Elk Creek Watershed Restoration EIS is the NEPA documentation that incorporates the LSRA and WA.

Comment 151: In this case, the BLM has no choice but to accept Boise Cascadeʼs report, because the BLM has neglected 
to conduct its own research. Industry reports cannot and should not be substituted for BLM expertise. By accepting industry 
science without scrutiny, failing to conduct any research of its own, and failing to make the industry research publicly 
available the BLM is in violation of NEPA.

Response: Other scientiÞ c reports addressing mass wasting and debris torrents are available. However, this is a recently 
completed analysis (1999) speciÞ c to the Elk Creek Watershed and it would not be appropriate to ignore. In general, 
watershed analyses are sources of information for watersheds, with general conclusions related to outstanding issues and 
potential problems affecting the watersheds and processes within them. Project-speciÞ c planning and implementation would 
rely on this basic information to evaluate the effects of the proposed actions, by combining the basic information with the 
appropriate level of analysis (expertise) to project the effects of the proposed actions into the future.

In the case of mass wasting, the Boise Cascade Watershed Analysis presented credible and veriÞ able information (landslide 
inventory) that was used in combination with other analog, empirical, analytical, and statistical methods (expertise) to project, 
with reasonable accuracy, the effects of the proposed actions, namely salvage of dead trees and restoration projects. Ignoring 
the available, relevant, and credible information would be professionally negligent and an irresponsible waste of taxpayers  ̓
money. Furthermore, the Boise Watershed Analysis is an excellent document in regard to roads, sediment, and mass wasting.

Comments 90, 166, and 211: The proposed salvage activities are in fundamental conß ict with the Endangered Species Act 
requirements, especially because logging, yarding, road activities and other activities will�a) �likely adversely affect� as 
well as �take� listed spotted owls in a critical habitat unit (3-172) and coho salmon,

Response: The wildÞ re resulted in the loss of critical habitat (see Appendix N, BO Citations). DEIS acres to be impacted 
have been reduced in the FEIS (see Appendix N tables). Portions of some research units have the potential to adversely 
impact due to their proximity to active owl centers. In compliance with the ESA, the proposed action and this potential 
for adverse affect are covered under BLMʼs programmatic consultation with USFWS (log # 1-14-03-F-511), which was 
completed after publication of the DEIS. There is a possibility that owls may continue to use burned stands within critical 
habitat. Stands of Þ re-killed trees greater than 10 acres are not considered as suitable owl habitat. Relevant references are 
listed in Appendix N, BO Citations.

Comment 355: The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) anticipates completing the Upper Rogue Basin 
temperature TMDL in 2004. If a TMDL has not been established for those water bodies already on the 303(d) list, Oregon 
water quality standards require that proposed actions demonstrate that there will be no measurable surface water temperature 
increases resulting from anthropogenic activities in a basin where salmonid Þ sheries is a designated beneÞ cial use and in 
which surface water temperature exceeds 64°F.
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Response: This was discussed in Section 3.4.3.1, Environmental Consequences, Water Quality, Temperature. A Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQRP) is included in Appendix I.

Comment 357: This CWA provision prohibits degrading the water quality unless an analysis shows that important economic 
and social development necessitates degrading water quality. The FEIS should explain how the antidegradation provisions of 
the State of Oregonʼs water quality standards would be met within each Alternative.

Response: The Medford District RMP (USDI 1995, Appendix D, Best Management Practices, page151) states, �Best 
management practices (BMPs) are required by the Federal Clean Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987) 
to reduce nonpoint source pollution to the maximum extent practicable. BMPs are considered the primary mechanisms to 
achieve Oregon water quality standards.� �The BMPs in this document are a compilation of existing policies and guidelines 
and commonly employed practices designed to maintain or improve water quality. Objectives identiÞ ed in the BMP 
Appendix also include maintenance or improvement of soil productivity and Þ sh habitat since they are closely tied to water 
quality. Selection of appropriate BMPs will help meet Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives during management action 
implementation. Practices included in this Appendix supplement the Standards and Guidelines from the SEIS ROD and they 
should be used together.� 

The Antidegradation Policy standards and policies begin in OAR 340-041-0120, Implementation Program Applicable to 
All Basins. Section (11)(e)(A) of these rules states �Federal forest management agencies are required by the federal Clean 
Water Act to meet or exceed the substantive requirements of the state forestry nonpoint source program.� ODEQ currently 
has Memoranda of Understanding with the US Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management to implement this aspect of 
the Clean Water Act. These memoranda will be used to identify the temperature management plan requirements for federal 
forest lands. The use of appropriate BMPs, the development of a Water Quality Restoration Plan (WQRP) for the Elk Creek 
Watershed (see Appendix I, Hydrology), and continued water quality monitoring in the watershed are the methods to meet 
the requirements of the Antidegradation Policy of the Clean Water Act. These are applicable to all alternatives and therefore 
all alternatives are meeting the Antidegradation Policy. As of August 26, 2003, the BLM and the Oregon Department 
of Environmental Quality have signed a Final Water Quality Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that updates the 1990 
agreement and deÞ nes the process by which ODEQ and the BLM will cooperatively meet State and Federal water quality 
rules and regulations.

Comment 291: Request for Correction of Information. Request for Correction of Information is submitted under USDIʼs 
Information Quality Guidelines.

Response: As stated under the subject �Draft Guidelines,� under �Applicability,� the draft Information Quality Guidelines 
�are not designed to create new regulations nor impose any new legally binding requirements or obligations on BLM or the 
public or otherwise affect other available judicial review of BLM action.� NEPA provides an opportunity for the public to 
participate in the review of environmental analyses through the scoping process (40 CFR 1501.7) and speciÞ c commenting 
process for EISs (40 CFR 1503). Application of these draft guidelines appears to conß ict with 40 CFR 1500.4, reducing 
paperwork, as this would create a duplicate process. A list of items following the �request for correction of information� in 
this comment were identiÞ ed as �substantive� comments and were responded to in this chapter.

Comment 301: The requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan, the LSR Assessment, the federal register notice setting 
forth spotted owl critical habitat, and the draft spotted owl recovery plan set forth decision-making criteria that reß ect 
environmental considerations, that the BLM appears to have forgotten or misapplied.

Response: The BLM disagrees. The Northwest Forest Plan (NFP) requirements are incorporated throughout the DEIS. The 
recommendations set forth in the LSRA were used to develop restoration projects as well as alternatives. The draft spotted 
owl recovery plan is addressed on page 39 of the NFP-ROD. It states, �The Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated that 
land allocations and standard and guidelines of Alternative 9, as modiÞ ed by this section, fulÞ ll the obligations of the Forest 
Service and BLM with respect to the recovery of the northern spotted owl.� Spotted owl critical habitat is addressed in the 
USFWS Rogue/River/South Coast Biological Opinion, #1-14-03-F-511, FY 04-08, signed October 20, 2003 (see Appendix 
N, Wildlife).

Comment 535: KS Wild would like to remind the BLM, that after commenting on the Timbered Rock Rehabilitation/
Stabilization Project EA, we elected not to appeal the decision to implement the project. Should the BLM proceed with plans 
to extract wood Þ ber from the Elk Creek LSR and Tier-1 watershed for economic rather than ecological purposes, appeals 
and litigation will result.
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Response: The BLM believes the NFP and the LSRA both accommodate salvage. Page 168 of the South Cascades LSRA 
states �The ROD provides direction for salvage and states, ʻSalvage guidelines are intended to prevent negative effects on 
late-successional habitat, while permitting some commercial wood volume removal.  ̓(ROD C-13). The core team has not 
found a biological rationale for salvage.� This EIS is consistent with those statements. Objective 7 in this EIS (see Section 
1.3.1, Objectives) states, �Recover some economic value of Þ re-killed trees while meeting LSR and watershed objectives. 
(NFP and LSRA) (MMBF).� It appears that KS Wild has made an a priori decision to Þ le a lawsuit if the BLM attempts to 
implement this EIS, the NFP, and the LSRA. This EIS does not claim there is an ecological beneÞ t to salvage logging. The 
above quote from the NFP-ROD, page C-13, goes on to say �In some cases, salvage may actually facilitate habitat recovery� 
and provides some examples. The BLM is proposing to implement the ROD by �permitting some commercial wood 
removal.� 

5.4.1.3 Public Involvement and Collaboration

Comments 214, 215, 262, and 443: The information provided by the BLM to the NOAA Fisheries in order to support the 
letter of concurrence is clearly incomplete and biased towards a LAA Þ nding. Had the clearcutting (area salvage) riparian 
reserve logging, ground based yarding on highly impacted soils and logging road construction been proposed previously to 
the PCFFA court rulings, the BLM and NOAA would certainly have determined that the project was Likely to Adversely 
Affect listed Þ sh species.

Response: BLM performed an informal consultation on July 17, 2003 for a not likely to adversely effect determination and 
NOAA-Fish responded with a letter of concurrence on August 29, 2003. The Biological Assessment describes adverse effects 
to coho. �Not Likely To Adversely Effect� (NLAA) does not mean there are no adverse effects. �Not Likely To Adversely 
Effect� are effects expected to be discountable, insigniÞ cant, or completely beneÞ cial. Short-term immediate effects from 
actions are described throughout Section 3.5.3, Fisheries, and include those concerns from the Ninth Circuit Court.

Comment 366: We recommend that the FEIS provide a detailed description of BLMʼs determination of compliance 
with ESA, including the results of any consultations with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National 
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries.

Response: Consultation with NOAA-Fish is completed. A Letter of Concurrence was issued August 29, 2003 (see Appendix 
J, Fisheries). Consultation with USFWS is also completed. The Rogue/River/South Coast Biological Opinion, #1-14-03-F-
511, FY 04-08, signed October 20, 2003 (see Appendix N, Wildlife).

5.4.1.4 Issues

Comment 465: Will cutting old growth canopy to 40% accelerate the development of late-successional characteristics? 
An indicator of late-successional development would be monitoring spotted owl demographics while doing conservative 
management.

Response: Salvage of dead trees will take place in units already below 40 percent canopy closure. There are no plans to cut 
old growth canopy. Appendix E describes the restoration projects which are intended to accelerate the development of late-
successional habitat. Canopy closures would generally remain above 50 percent after treatment with desired future conditions 
greater than 70 percent except under scattered large pine when recruiting pine regeneration. Monitoring will continue on owl 
demographic performance.

5.4.2 Chapter 2

No comments were received.

5.4.2.1 Alternative Design

Comments 177 and 179: The DEIS misuses the DecAID decision support tool. The EIS relies on DecAID to analyze 
impacts on snag dependent species, but the EIS fails to recognize that �DecAID is NOT: � a snag and down wood decay 
simulator or recruitment model [or] a wildlife population simulator or analysis of wildlife population viability.
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Response: The EIS uses the DecAID Wood Advisor as a reference for leaving snags and down wood. The impacts of leaving 
these proposed levels are addressed in the environmental consequences of each alternative by the appropriate specialist in the 
EIS. Appendix D of the DEIS includes a description of �What is the DecAID Advisor?� which includes the �DecAID is Not� 
statement. The BLM recognized that using DecAID as a reference did not meet LSRA criteria so it forwarded Alternative G 
to the LSR Working Group for review and clariÞ cation. The Work Group concluded �if the proposed amounts of standing 
dead and down wood proposed for retention in salvage units were estimated from the DecAID tool, then the proposed action 
would be consistent with objectives for managing LSRs� (see DEIS, Appendix A, pages A-18 and A-19).

Comments 268 and 269: The agency must avoid any reduction of existing or future large snags and logs (including as part 
of this project) until the applicable management plans are rewritten to update the snag retention standards. See also� http://
www.fsl.orst.edu/cfer/snags/bibliography.PDF; and DecAID, the Decayed Wood Advisor for Managing Snags, Partially Dead 
Trees, and Down Wood for Biodiversity in Forests of Washington and Oregon, http://wwwnotes.fs.fed.us:81/pnw/DecAID/
DecAID.nsf

Response: The proposed snag retention standards are based on the most updated snag and CWD standards applicable to 
the Timbered Rock area available at the time of the DEIS publication. This includes the DecAID Wood Advisor, as was 
suggested in this comment.

Comments 256 and 377: Yet on page 2-38 we learn that the BLM �would not have a reasonable range of alternatives to 
choose from if guidelines from the South Cascades LSR Assessment were used as the maximum amount of salvage.� Clearly 
the massive logging proposed under Alternative G is not consistent with many aspects of the LSRA, including (but not 
limited to) the Þ nding that there is no ecological rational for salvage logging and the maximum salvage guidelines.

Response: The rationale for analyzing salvage levels both higher and lower than suggested in the LSRA is included in 
Section 2.5, consistent with 40 CFR 1502.14, as stated. The BLM has not claimed there is an ecological beneÞ t to salvage 
logging. The BLM is not proposing massive salvage logging. The guidance found in the NFP-ROD and the South Cascades 
LSRA provides for a limited amount of economic recovery of Þ re-killed trees, consistent with meeting LSR objectives. 
Alternative G meets those objectives.

Comments 380, 461, and 516: Northwest Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines C-4 state that every effort should be made 
to locate science projects with conforming land use. We see no evidence that any effort was made to locate the proposed 
regeneration logging within a conforming land use.

Response: The research proposals would test critical assumptions of the NFP Standards and Guidelines and produce results 
important for habitat development as stated in the NFP. The proposals are to respond to research questions revolving around 
the inß uences of post-Þ re salvage and salvage intensities on wildlife species, and evaluating vegetation dynamics and Þ re 
hazard in mixed-species plantations following a large-scale Þ re event. The Timbered Rock Fire provided the large-scale event 
to do this research. The research meets the Standard and Guidelines and satisÞ es the assessment requirements as outlined in 
the May 12, 2003 REO research memorandum (see Appendix A).

5.4.2.2 Salvage Proposals

Comment 169: This project looks too much like a Matrix timber grab that will only add to public mistrust. About half of the 
Þ re killed trees were giant trees over 36 inches in diameter. This is clearly what the BLM is after, but these are precisely the 
same trees that are most valuable to the future forest. These ecological giants are most likely to last a long time and provide 
valuable ecological structures and functions into the next stand.

Response: The BLM included Alternative E for comparison of a high salvage level which would be considered if the 
Timbered Rock Fire occurred on Matrix land. Figure 2.3-2 has been added to the FEIS to show the distribution of retained 
and salvaged trees within diameter ranges by alternative. This Þ gure shows that approximately 5 percent of all Þ re-killed 
trees are greater than 36" DBH. Under Alternative G, approximately 67 percent of the Þ re-killed trees greater than 36" DBH 
would be retained.

Comment 197: The DEIS failed to explain how salvage was designed to meet this DFC. Each harvest unit should be justiÞ ed 
by an explanation of how it will help attain this DFC (or at least not retard DFC attainment).
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Response: The design of salvage in the Preferred Alternative includes salvaging in areas greater than 10 acres with less than 
40 percent live canopy closure. Snag levels would meet recommendations from the DecAid Wood Advisor. The LSR Working 
Group determined the use of DecAID would be consistent with meeting LSR objectives (see memorandum dated May 13, 
2003 in Appendix A). This alternative design is consistent with the �Guideline for Salvage� as described in C-13 through 
C-16 of the NFP-ROD. Following these guidelines would not have a negative effect on late-successional habitat or prevent 
attainment of the DFC (see Tables 2-4 and 2-5).
 
Comment 263: Salvage is not restoration.

Response: The BLM did not describe salvage as a restoration activity. As described in Section 1.2.2, the need was to �assess 
the possibility of economic recovery of Þ re-killed trees (salvage) within the Þ re perimeter, consistent with LSR objectives.� 
The Purpose and Need did not address any restoration beneÞ t from this activity. 

Comment 416: The DEIS also provides conß icting numbers regarding the types of proposed yarding systems. Page 2-37 of 
the DEIS indicates that the BLM intends to implement 440 acres of cable yarding, 47 acres of tractor yarding, 552 acres of 
helicopter yarding and 12 acres of tractor/bull line yarding pursuant to �area wide salvage logging. Page 2-36 indicates that 
the science project logging may include 194 acres of cable yarding, 23 acres of tractor yarding, and 111 acres of helicopter 
yarding. No Þ gures are provided regarding roadside highgrade yarding, FMZ yarding, yarding from stand treatment greater 
than 70% canopy, pine release yarding or yarding pursuant to the construction of new logging roads. Indeed the impacts from 
the unknown yarding systems are simply ignored by the BLM.

Table S-3 and 2-1 provide different yarding numbers. In these portions of the DEIS the BLM claims that 1,888 acres will be 
tractor yarded, 1,051 acres will be bull-line yarded, 338 acres will be skyline yarded and 984 acres will be helicopter yarded. 
BLM Co-Team lead John Bergin called and emailed KS Wild to inform us that by posting the Þ gures provided in BLMʼs 
DEIS we were misleading the public. If there is any place in the DEIS in which the public can Þ nd the actual total yarding 
numbers, and perhaps an analysis of their environmental impacts on the LSR, we would appreciate being informed of it.

Response: The reference to the DEIS page 2-37 and 2-36 are the correct acres for the �area salvage� units and the salvage 
in the research units. These acres are used in the assessment of Alternative G. The �Salvage of Roadside Hazards� in the 
DEIS (page 2-37) indicated 955 acres. As noted in Table 2-1, Comparison of Alternatives, these acres are identiÞ ed to be 
bull-lined from existing roads. The description of the alternatives in the FEIS has been updated with revised salvage and 
harvest treatment acres. The FMZ acres identiÞ ed for commercial thinning were analyzed to be tractor logged. These acres 
and logging systems have been revised in the FEIS. The harvest system acres for the Pine Restoration and Late-Successional 
Restoration treatments were included in Table 2-1. These acres have been revised in the FEIS. As noted there was an error 
found in the Soils Section in Tables S-1 and 2-2. Actual acres for Alternative G should have been 70 acres of ground based 
tractor yarding and 967 acres of bull-line yarding. These tables have been revised in the FEIS.

Comments 85, 87, 185, and 271: The EIS does not deÞ ne live and dead trees, and experience shows that salvage always 
involves removal of live trees that are determined to be dying. The BLM has not deÞ ned live or dead or dying trees.

Response: The salvage proposal includes salvaging of Þ re-killed trees only. Although, an occasional green tree may need 
to be cut for access or logging feasibility. Trees meeting the following description of a �dead� tree would be available for 
salvage. A �dead� tree at the time of salvage would be any tree with no apparent sign of green foliage. Section 2.3.1.1 in the 
FEIS has been updated to reß ect this description. 

Comments 98, 194, 204, 255, 292 and 293: Figure 2.3-1 on page 2-5 is highly misleading. Rather than describing the fate 
of all Þ re-killed trees, this graph should be describing the fate of large trees (over 20 inches) that are most likely to last the 
longest and are therefore most biologically relevant. Compare to the Þ gure on page 3-222 which shows that most of the 
volume is in giant trees over 36 inches. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative, Alternative G, meets the snag and CWD levels identiÞ ed in the DecAID Wood Advisor 
for southwest Oregon. This recommends a level of snags and sizes by plant series for this region. Figure 2.3-2 shows the 
distribution of snags by diameters which would be remaining and removed within each alternative. 

Comments 47, 48, 96, 264, 280, and 282: Prevention of reburn must not be used as a justiÞ cation for post-Þ re logging, 
without carefully documenting the rationale and providing references to published scientiÞ c studies (not just hypotheses and 
speculation and anecdotes). 
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Response: The DEIS makes no claim that salvage logging would reduce potential of reburn. Reburn potential is a function 
of ignition sources and weather as well as fuel loadings (see Section 3.10.2.1, Fire Behavior). Salvage would have little or no 
effect on ignition sources or weather. In a Þ re-dependent ecosystem, the natural process of vegetation regeneration is geared 
to frequent Þ res to maintain the system. The severity (hotness) of these Þ res is determined by fuel moistures, at the time of 
the Þ re, and fuel loading, particularly in the larger size classes. Salvage can be a determining factor in fuel loadings (severity) 
for future Þ res (Brown, Reinhardt, and Kramer 2003, 4). See Appendix M, Fuels, for a discussion of long-term site damage 
by Þ re severity by alternative. This information was used in designing alternatives and PDFs. 

Comment 294: The many ecological, hydrological and other values of dead wood were not presented in an accurate, clear, 
complete, and unbiased manner.

Response: The EIS team made every effort to present all information in an accurate, clear, complete, and unbiased manner, 
including the ecological, hydrological, and other values of dead wood. These values were addressed in many sections of the 
DEIS including Section 3.6.3.1 (Vegetation, Late-Successional Habitat), Section 3.4.3.1 (Hydrology, Water Quality, Large 
Woody Debris), Section 3.3.3.6 (Soil, Soil Productivity), and Section 3.12.4.2 (Wildlife, Cavity and Down Wood Dependent 
Species). 

Comments 381 and 415: Is the Medford BLM familiar with the NFP standard and guideline at C-14 that states 
�Consequently, all standing live trees should be retained, including those injured (e.g., scorched) but likely to survive.� Does 
the Medford BLM use a different deÞ nition of the term �all� than is found in common usage?

Response: Section 2.3.1 discusses that the potential for �an occasional green tree may be cut to facilitate logging.� These 
trees may be needed for guy lines for cable yarding systems. Green trees may also be cut to clear for yarding corridors or 
landings. The FEIS has added �new temporary roads� to this statement. Page C-15 of the NFP S&Gs states, �Some deviation 
from these general guidelines may be allowed to provide reasonable access to salvage sites and feasible logging operations.�
 
Comment 408: Upon what basis does the BLM contend that felling and yarding trees up to 200' below a road contributes to 
human health and safety?

Response: As stated in the DEIS, it is anticipated the area below the road would have fewer hazard trees than above the road. 
This section further states, �Only those trees that pose a threat or potential threat would be harvested.�

Comments 410 and 411: Does the BLM have estimated DBH for the trees to be felled, yarded and sold from the LSR and 
CHU as part of the roadside highgrade yarding? Page 2-6 of the DEIS contends that �Stand replacement areas (generally high 
and moderate severity) would have higher concentrations of hazard trees. Areas of low and very low severity would have 
fewer hazard trees and would be isolated trees scattered along the roads.� Yet table 2.3-2 indicates that the BLMʼs preferred 
alternative calls for roadside highgrade logging on 881 acres of low-very low severity areas while highgrade 74 acres of high/
moderate severity lands.

Response: An alternative which would harvest only the largest, most valuable, and best growing trees within the LSR was 
not considered. This option is considered unfeasible since it would be counter to the objectives of retaining green trees and 
reducing hazards along roads. Areas considered for roadside hazard tree removal are displayed on Alternative Maps 2-2(f) 
through 2-6(f) of the DEIS. The 881 acres of low/very low severity acres were included to be reviewed for roadside salvage. 
As noted, there would be fewer hazard trees because of the anticipated scattered nature of the potential hazard trees. Harvest 
level estimates of speciÞ c roadside hazards were not provided in the document. In Alternative G, it is estimated  approximately 
12,000 trees, 8" DBH and greater, could be cut for roadside hazards. This equates to approximately 2.5 MMBF. 

Comments 481 and 533: All alternatives contain extensive roadside salvage. Most of these snags will not be left by the 
roadside as is recommended in the LSRA but hauled out and sold. The purpose of roadside salvage is supposed to be done 
to remove hazard trees. Yet for each alternative the acres available by burn severity (Table 2.3-2) are different. If these 
represented only hazard trees, the number of trees being harvested for roadside salvage would be similar for each alternative.

Response: The area identiÞ ed for roadside hazard varies by Alternative because proposed harvest units also vary by 
alternative. Where units are adjacent to roads, salvage of the hazard trees are incorporated into the unit. Comparison of 
Alternative Maps 2-1(f) through 2-6(f) of the DEIS shows that mapped roadside hazard areas in one alternative may be 
shown as part of a salvage unit in other alternatives.
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Comment 412: Every other discussion of roadside highgrading uses the 955 acres Þ gure. Where did the 100 acre Þ gure 
come from? Page 3-103 also indicates that �areas that received high or moderate burn severity would have the majority of the 
hazard tree removal.�

Response: Highgrading is not proposed on page 3-103 or anywhere else in this EIS.

The EIS proposes salvage of Þ re-killed trees that present a hazard along roadsides. The roadside salvage acres are calculated 
from a strip approximately 200' wide above and below identiÞ ed roads. Few trees below the roads would be salvaged for 
roadside hazard. Approximately 500 acres located above the roads (half the acreage), would only have scattered areas where 
trees would be removed for hazard, unless those trees are part of a scheduled salvage unit. It is hard to estimate exactly 
how many acres would be affected by hazard tree removal, but it is likely that it would be less than 100 acres, even though 
the distance encompassed by a strip 200' above and below the roads considered constitutes 955 acres. The areas of hot and 
moderate burn severity have the majority of the Þ re-killed trees, so those areas would receive the majority of the hazard tree 
removal.

Comment 409: What type of yarding is proposed for the roadside highgrading? If it is bull-line yarding, does not ground 
based yarding above road systems concentrate compaction and waterß ow into the road prism?

Response: Bull-lining from the existing road is proposed for the roadside salvage. The effects of these actions are described 
in Section 3.4.3.1 (Water Quality, Effects of Alternative G on Sediment, Salvage, Direct and Indirect), �The effects related to 
roadside � Because of these conditions and PDFs to water bar corridors after use, these acres would not deliver sediment to 
streams.�

Comment 241: Page 3-34 the EIS touts the beneÞ ts of salvage in breaking up hydrophobic soil conditions, but elsewhere in 
the EIS and appendices (1) it is recognized the hydrophobic soils are a very localized phenomena (so the beneÞ ts of salvage 
are far over estimated and applied where it is not needed) and (2) it is recognized that the Þ rst couple Fall rains usually 
break up the hydrophobic soil conditions and that already happened last year and this year, so salvage logging is completely 
unnecessary. Unless a site speciÞ c analysis is performed identifying extensive areas of hydrophobic soils in the Þ re area and 
alternatives are designed to address those speciÞ c problem areas, all references to the alleged beneÞ ts of logging related to 
hydrophobic soils must be removed from the EIS.

Response: Hydrophobic soils were discussed in Section 3.3.2.4 (Soil, Erosion, Post-Fire). Hydrophobic soils were found 
by the Timbered Rock soil and slope stability specialists during the Þ rst winter. At present, we do not consider it a major 
hydrologic concern, and are not trying to search for hydrophobic soils. The BAER specialist who prepared burn severity 
maps for the Quartz, Biscuit, and Squires Peak Þ res, among others, found more indications of hydrophobicity on the 
Timbered Rock Fire than on any she has seen elsewhere for at least the last two years (Parsons, personal communications). 
This information was added to Section 3.3.2.4. Beschta wrote, Þ ve years after the �Beschta Report,� that the use of ground-
based yarding systems may assist in disrupting the surface hydrophobic condition (Ice and Beschta 1999). 

5.4.2.3 Restoration Proposals

Comment 360: Implementing the associated restoration actions, however, is almost entirely dependent on funding which 
currently is unsecured. If salvage is initiated as projected but the associated restoration actions are limited, delayed or not 
implemented because of weak funding levels or lack of funding allocations, the described impacts have the potential to be 
much greater than described in the DEIS.

Response: The restoration proposals are not designed as mitigation for salvage logging. Effects of implementing salvage and 
restoration are analyzed separately. If funding is not available to implement the restoration proposals or only a portion of the 
restoration projects, then those effects would not occur. Funds to implement restoration projects have been requested through 
the BLM budget process. Both restoration projects and salvage logging include project design features (PDFs) to mitigate 
effects. 

Comment 361: The FEIS should ascertain the impacts of each alternative in terms of proposed salvage and the restoration 
actions which would be fully funded and would actually be implemented. The FEIS should also provide a prioritized list of 
funded restoration projects to be implemented in each alternative.
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Response: This would be contrary to the intent of NEPA. Creating an endless series of alternatives based upon which speciÞ c 
restoration projects might be funded would not help the decision maker, would result in inordinate confusion, and would 
unnecessarily lengthen the EIS. The proposed restoration projects were divided into four categories based upon urgency and 
alternative design (see Section 2.3.2, Restoration Proposals). 

Comment 459: When so much of the watershed is burned, the appropriateness of implementing management activities in the 
untouched part of the LSR that may be dispersal for these species is questionable.

Response: Timing of projects to reduce cumulative effects is a concern. The EIS analyzes the appropriateness of no 
treatments outside the Þ re perimeter in Alternative A, the �no action� alternative, and Alternative F which analyzes salvage 
and restoration projects only within the Þ re perimeter. See the response to comment number 487 in this section regarding 
suggested �roadless areas.�

Comment 476: Restoration projects (except road decommissioning) should be limited to the area inside the burn perimeter. 
Owls and other wildlife need dispersal areas.

Response: No current dispersal habitat will be degraded to where it would not function as dispersal habitat. The BO (2003, 
70) states that sufÞ cient dispersal habitat will remain. Restoration projects outside the burn are intended to accelerate the 
trajectory to late-successional characteristics or to provide insurance to maintain existing LSOG character.

Comment 487: Stay out of areas with Roadless Characteristics such as that mentioned on pg 5-A (see Comment number 479)

Response: BLM has no designated �roadless� areas within the project area. As shown in Section 3.14, Table 3.14.1, the 
average road density in the entire watershed is about 4.6 miles of roads per square mile, with 4.3 on BLM-administered lands. 
No new permanent roads will be built. The temporary spurs will be short segments in areas with existing roads and will be 
decommissioned in the same season they are built (see DEIS, page 3-211). There is at least one road segment within each 
section of BLM-administered land within the project area.

Comments 251, 351, and 529: The economics and proposed available budget for the project seem to favor salvage logging 
over the watershed restoration activities. The DEIS mentions that if the FEIS is approved, timber sales could start as early 
as summer 2004 as authorized. However, there is no timetable set forth for watershed restoration activities, and their 
implementation hinges on available appropriated funds. If implemented prior to salvage logging, the proposed watershed 
restoration activities could serve as mitigation measures for the salvage logging proposals and their expected impacts on 
increased sediment erosion and delivery rates.

Response: The restoration proposals are not designed as mitigation for salvage logging. Most of the restoration projects 
would have been proposed to restore late-successional forest habitat conditions if the Þ re had not occurred. Congress 
only appropriates funds on an annual basis. This issue is identiÞ ed in Section 1.2.3, Controversy. There is no tie between 
implementation and effects of salvage logging versus restoration proposals. If the restoration proposals are not funded, they 
will not be implemented, and both the long-term positive effects and short-term adverse effects will not occur. As stated 
in the EIS, it is anticipated the restoration projects would be implemented over a 2-10 year period. Funds to implement 
these projects have been requested through the Bureauʼs budgeting system. The effects of the salvage logging will occur as 
anticipated if the Þ re-killed trees are sold and harvested (see Sections 1.2 and 1.3). 

Comment 7: The chosen alternative should improve older-forest structure in the LSR, improve Þ sh habitat in Elk Creek, 
and require surveys for species listed under Survey and Manage before salvage operations begin, with designated buffers for 
occupied sites. 

Response: The BLM agrees. Alternative G is intended to meet the conditions of the commenterʼs request. The Late-
Successional Forest Habitat Restoration, Pine Release and Riparian Reserve Thinning projects are designed to promote late-
successional conditions in forest stands. Over 2,500 acres of thinning to promote these conditions is proposed (see Section 
2.3.2.2, Vegetation Restoration Projects). 

Proposed FMZs are intended to reduce the potential size of future Þ res and the effects these large Þ res have on Late- 
Successional habitat. Alternative G proposes 1,300 acres of FMZs (see Section 2.3.2.3, Fuels Treatment Projects). The 
proposed Þ sh habitat improvement projects are designed to improve �habitat complexity and passage for salmon and trout.� 
Fish culverts have been identiÞ ed for replacement or removal to improve Þ sh passage. Installation of in-stream Þ sh structures 
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has been proposed on 8 miles of streams (see Section 2.3.2.1, Fish Habitat Improvement Projects). All required survey and 
manage and special status surveys would be completed before salvage operations and restoration projects begin in areas 
where habitat exist for these species. Buffers and/or appropriate protection measures would be taken on any known sites (see 
Section 2.3.1.3, Project Design Features 18 and 30).

Comment 27: All the restoration activities directed at improving Þ sh habitat or minimizing sediment movement, in the plan, 
are described as isolated projects. This comes across like accomplishing �random acts of kindness� across the landscape, 
rather than a comprehensive plan to address issues. It is not clear to the reader what, if any, all this activity will accomplish. 
It would be helpful to summarize the alternatives so that, on some relative scale, the reader could discern the long-term 
consequences of all these actions combined.

Response: The appearance of isolated projects is true and is in part due to the checkerboard ownership pattern within 
the watershed. Projects were identiÞ ed where needed and feasible on BLM lands. A comprehensive plan would be more 
attainable if the watershed was managed by one owner or if a cooperative plan with all landowners could be accomplished. 
The LSRA includes a desired future condition which has been added to the FEIS. The Elk Creek WA also has speciÞ c 
recommendations which address issues identiÞ ed in the analysis and are included in Appendix C. The effects of the 
alternatives are summarized in Table 2-2 (Summary of the Effects of the Alternatives) and Table 2-3 (Cumulative Effects 
Analysis Summary). Tables 2-4 and 2-5 were added to the FEIS to show anticipated trends and consequences of the proposed 
actions in meeting the desired future conditions.

Comment 29: Intensely managed stands will develop these characteristics sooner and the differences in strategies employed 
will be evident.

Response: The submitted research proposal in Alternative G on �Vegetation Dynamics and Fire Hazard in Experimental 
Mixed-species Restoration Plantings in Southwestern Oregon� is designed to answer some questions relating to vegetation 
dynamics, stand development, and Þ re hazard levels given different management tools and strategies. This research would 
provide strategies for development of stands with reduced fuel loads and serve a broader spectrum of ecological functions. A 
suite of strategies would be developed for uses on various land allocations such as Matrix land, Late-Successional Reserves, 
or Riparian Reserves. See Appendix G for detailed research proposals.

Comment 482: However, there is too much riparian thinning for LWD in streams planned (15-25 logs per mile seems 
excessive). The text on Pg E-2 does not say how many large green trees (20-24�) would be cut to contribute to LWD.

Response: Page 2-8 of the DEIS provides a description of Þ sh habitat improvement projects. The placement of the LWD (15-
25 logs per mile) are not green trees from the riparian thinning. These are Þ re-killed trees that range from 20-24" DBH. In 
addition to the logs placed in the stream, in areas where Riparian Reserves were identiÞ ed for thinning, some of the smaller 
diameter trees would also be added to the stream. 

Comment 505: Reconsider hard instream structures such as weirs with large volumes of rock and gravel. These might not 
stay in place.

Response: Experience shows rock weirs can be constructed large enough so little movement would occur. They function very 
well to collect spawning gravels, as demonstrated by the structures placed in Sugarpine and Hawk creeks. 

Comment 30: The Þ nal plan needs to recognize acres in need of reforestation and implement a plan to effectively reforest 
these acres.

Response: Areas burned at high or moderate severity would be planted. Section 2.3.2.2 (Reforestation) gives a brief 
description of the reforestation plan, Map 2-4 depicts the areas of high and moderate burn severity that would be planted, 
Table 2-1 gives a description of the reforestation plan by alternative, and Appendix E (Proposed Restoration Project: 
Reforestation), describe the reforestation plan, along with desired future conditions. In response to public comments such as 
this, Table 2-4 (Stand-Replacement Trends and Consequences � Fire Effects) has been amended and now describes the stand-
replacement trends and consequences of reforestation efforts and subsequent treatments at 15, 50, and 80 years of age for 
these planted areas. Research, in association with Oregon State University, is proposed for reforestation of up to 100 acres. 
This plan is described in Section 2.3.2.2 (Reforestation Research Project), summarized in Table 2-1, and described in more 
detail in Appendix E (Proposed Reforestation Research Project) and Tables E-7 and E-8. Approximately 1,000 acres have 
already been planted via the Emergency Stabilization Rehabilitation Plan (ESRP).
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Comment 473: Riparian thinning should not be used as an excuse for logging green trees in the LSR.

Response: Appendix E: Restoration Project: Riparian Reserve Thinning describes the actions in these reserves. There would 
be no �logging� or removal of material with the thinning projects in the Riparian Reserves. Trees that are severed would be 
left on site, or piled and burned, depending on size. Trees that are girdled would remain.

Comment 475: What do the Pine Restoration areas currently look like? 40% canopy should not be the standard for green tree 
retention in any part of the LSR except for naturally occurring open areas.

Response: Lands classiÞ ed as pine plant series are described in Section 3.6.1 (Vegetation). Presently the pine stands have 
canopy closures ranging from 40-90 percent, a varied composition with many areas dominated by Douglas-Þ r understory, 
and no pine regeneration. Appendix E (Restoration Project: Pine Habitat Restoration) describes the project design features 
and the actions by alternatives, as recommended by the South Cascades LSRA. Overstory and co-dominant pines in the range 
of 23 to 63 tpa are recommended with an understory component of pine up to 80 tpa. This is greater than 40 percent canopy 
closure. The objective is not 40 percent canopy closure and is not stated as an outcome of the restoration treatment. It is 
possible that canopy closures immediately after thinning could be down to 50 percent. This is a temporary situation to allow 
for pine regeneration where it is nonexistent under overstory pine. 

Comment 478: Nowhere in the document could I Þ nd an explanation of �high priority riparian area� as opposed to riparian 
thinning and other restoration projects.

Response: The explanation of a �high priority riparian area� is in Section 3.7.2.1 (Special Habitats, Riparian Vegetation) 
under Watershed Level Conditions. The third paragraph states, �The highest priority Riparian Reserves in the Elk Creek 
Watershed for treatment would be high burn severity areas and areas impacted during Þ re suppression activities.�

Comment 483: Most of these projects [Late-Successional Forest Habitat Restoration] are located outside the burn perimeter 
in critical habitat and owl activity centers. Elk Creek is also a Key Watershed that is supposed to be protected from logging. 
This part of the plan seems like an excuse to cut large green trees in the LSR. If there are young conifer plantations (10-30 
years), they could be thinned. Otherwise stay out of these areas entirely.

Response: Appendix E describes the proposed projects. Restoration treatments, along with reforestation treatments, are 
planned in stands from 10 to 80 years of age. The proposed thinning in 30-80 year old stands would only remove trees less 
than 20" DBH. This thinning-from-below is intended to enhance the growth of remaining trees to hasten an LSOG trajectory 
to create quality critical habitat characteristics. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 describe the growth and future conditions of treated stands 
for the reforestation areas and restoration areas, respectively. There are no plans to cut large trees in the restoration projects. 
The LSR assessment allows trees up to 24" DBH to be cut in pine stands, however, in very few cases would trees greater than 
20" DBH be removed and pine would be retained. 

Comment 484: In general do not thin in Riparian Reserves.

Response: The projects proposed in the Riparian Reserves are described in Appendix E (Proposed Restoration Projects), 
Riparian Reserve Thinning. The intent is to accelerate the development of late-successional characteristics including large 
conifers to provide future large wood for streams. The thinning projects would not remove any wood products. There is no 
commercial extraction in the Riparian Reserves. There is a no-cut 50' buffer from Þ sh-bearing streams and a 30' no-cut buffer 
from all other streams.

Comment 485: PCT stands 10-30 years old (small trees) is appropriate since these stands are Þ re prone. Early seral brush 
could also be cut.

Response: Appendix E (Proposed Restoration Projects) describe the actions proposed. PCT would occur in stands 10-30 
years old. The reforestation project includes cutting of early seral brush on 50 percent of the planted conifer seedlings to 
maintain their survival and growth. See Table 2-4 for a discussion of ß ammability by age class.

Comment 486: Commercial thinning to a 40% canopy closure in the LSR is never appropriate especially in areas outside the 
burn. This is logging old growth and is unacceptable.



Chapter 5-Comments and Responses

5-24

Response: There would be no removal of old growth trees. There is no objective of thinning down to 40 percent canopy 
closure. Canopy closures would remain above 40 percent and generally above 50 percent after thinning. 

Comments 389 and 390: Commercial logging of 811 acres of late-successional forest stands within a LSR, within CHU, 
within a Key Watershed is not actually �restoration.� The NFP standards and guidelines for commercial thinning within LSRs 
clearly limit thinning to stands younger than 80 years of age. (NFP C-12)

Response: The Pine Restoration proposal is based on the recommendation for �Risk Management in Stands over 80 
Years with Pine� in the LSRA (USDA and USDI 1998, 165) and included in the DEIS (Appendix B, page B-25). This 
recommendation follows the NFP-ROD �Guidelines to Reduce Risks� (USDA and USDI 1994b, C-12 and C-13) and meets 
the exemption criteria included in the 7/9/96 REO exemption criteria and reviewed by the LSR Working Group. The analysis 
of the harvest acres is included in the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the restoration projects and summarized 
in Tables 2-2 and 2-3. The treatment of the acres on pine sites, under large overstory pine, where pine regeneration is 
nonexistent, is meant to regenerate pine in these stands and help assure the survival of the large pine. Competition from dense 
Douglas-Þ r and incense cedar in the understory, due to lack of Þ re from Þ re suppression, has not allowed pine to regenerate. 
Douglas-Þ r and incense cedar compete with large pine on those dry sites for survival. Removal would primarily consist of 
trees that are a result of this Þ re suppression.
 
Comments 474 and 488: The DEIS was not clear about canopy closures for restoration projects. How much would the 
present landscape be changed? Would the Oak Woodlands restoration plan be an enhancement of an area that is already open 
oak woodlands or would this area be created by harvesting old growth? It was not clear how much Douglas Fir and Incense 
Cedar would be removed or what size they would be. How large an area around the edges of the meadows would be cleared.

Response: The Oak Woodlands restoration is an enhancement of existing oak woodlands. Removal of Douglas-Þ r and 
incense cedar would be limited to small diameter trees (maximum of 6-8" DBH), with the objective of enhancing oak 
woodlands and meadows by reducing fuel ladders and removing trees that compete with pre-European age oaks and pines for 
water and other resources. Thinning will continue into the transition zone between conifer stands and oak woodlands. Only 
conifers less than 8" DBH in the transition zone between meadows and woodlands would be cut. Transition zones vary in 
size, but represent an area between open meadows or savannas and denser woodlands that contain trees and shrubs that are 
present as a result of Þ re suppression. Variable treatments, as described in Section 2.3.2.2 (Vegetation Restoration Projects) 
and Appendix E (Oak Woodland and Meadow Restoration), would be applied on a site-speciÞ c basis to different habitat 
patches.

Comment 167: Furthermore, creating permanent fuel breaks (i.e., Fuel Management Zones) within critical habitat will 
further degrade the value of the habitat to the owl.

Response: Dispersal and foraging habitat would be maintained. FMZs will degrade suitability for nesting habitat along 
ridgetops, but owls rarely nest on ridgetops. The habitat degradation will be offset by the insurance value of the FMZ to 
reduce the potential for spread of large stand replacement Þ re. Only smaller diameter material is to be removed (8ý DBH and 
less) in green stands outside the burn (see Appendix E � FMZ project description). The discussion of FMZ impacts has been 
expanded in the Final EIS environmental consequences Alternative G owl section.

Comment 221: The DEIS lacks any disclosure of the age of the stands affected by the FMZs.

Response: Appendix E (Proposed Restoration Projects) Fuel Management Zone (FMZs) describes the treatments and states 
the �majority of the conifers cut would be 6" DBH and less.�  It also states that approximately 62 acres in Alternative G 
would be proposed for commercial thinning. These trees would generally be less than 80 years old.

Comment 225: The EIS lacks any analysis of whether the FMZs would be located in LSOG.

Response: All the FMZs outside the burn (800 acres) are in LSOG. The proposed FMZs within the burn (500 acres) were 
LSOG before the Þ re. Since only material 8" DBH and less is to be removed in the FMZs outside the burn, any areas that are 
LSOG will remain LSOG.

Comment 226: Retain the largest snags in fuel breaks, in part because many bat species rely on the favorable thermal 
properties of snags located on or near ridges. (B-14, B-15). But the BLM proposes only to cut the stumps high.



5-25

Chapter 5-Comments and Responses
Response: Leaving the largest snags in those areas would not meet the objectives of the fuel break. It has been recently 
learned that stumps with thick bark, located where exposed to direct sun light, can provide roosting sites for bats. The taller 
the stump, the better it fulÞ lls this purpose (USA and USDI 1998, Appendix B, p.155). Retaining snags in the FMZs within 
the burn defeats the purpose of the fuel break, since snags are at high risk of combustion from radiant heat. The thermal 
properties for bats of snags on ridges are also amply met by snags retained on south aspects. Bats will roost in loose bark 
and crevices in stumps. A new PDF has been added to Section 2.3.1.3 to leave higher stumps in the salvaged portions of the 
FMZs. 

Comment 228: Page F-12 discloses that the effect of salvage on fuel proÞ les is very complex and there is no data or 
analysis to support conclusive statements, yet the EIS is bold enough to crudely oversimplify the issue and assert that simply 
removing most the large dead trees will reduce Þ re hazards. This is arbitrary and capricious. Page K-6 conÞ rms that the 
salvage treatments will have little effect on Þ re hazard. But K-6 must also disclose and consider that Þ re hazard is most 
closely related to factors such as slope and weather, and whether we salvage this landscape as proposed or do nothing, in 20 
years there will be enough fuels to feed Þ re. Whether it will be a large or small Þ re depends largely on temperature, humidity, 
fuel moisture, slope, wind speed, etc. 

Response: The EIS does not state that removing most of the large trees will reduce Þ re hazards (see Section 3.10.2.1, Fire 
and Fuels, Fire Behavior). Appendix M, Fuels, shows how large wood can affect future Þ re severity.

Comment 231: The Fuel Management Zones (FMZs) will very likely not be maintained in a low fuel condition due to lack 
of funds and lack of agency commitment. The end result will be a future brush Þ eld or dense reprod along all the FMZs.

Response: Funding for implementation has been requested through the normal Bureau budget process. Funding for 
maintenance will follow the same procedures.

Comment 232: The FMZs may also start out in a very dangerous condition with excessive logging slash that actually 
increase Þ re risk. The EIS has not disclosed this risk. Proposed �safety zones� in FMZs are huge devegetated areas and not 
consistent with LSR objectives.

Response: Unburned understory vegetation and slash from logging operations would be piled and burned as warranted (see  
Section 2.3.2.3, Fuels Treatment Projects, Project Description).

Comment 285: Outside the community zone the Forest Service should focus on restoration using non-commercial treatment 
using hand crews and prescribed Þ re. The Forest Service must focus on treatment that can be maintained, and do not required 
repeated entries with heavy equipment that will violate soil standards and exacerbate concerns about hydrology, wildlife, 
weeds and water quality.

Response: This comment is for the US Forest Service. The EIS addresses only BLM-administered lands.

Comment 303: Recent literature has found that the rapid re-establishment of dense conifer stands typical of many 
reforestation efforts tends to substitute spatial uniformity for spatial variability and creates the potential for future 
uncharacteristic Þ re behavior. Furthermore, if not carefully designed, fuel hazard reduction and other vegetative treatments 
also can cause net ecological harm. Effective fuel treatment projects need to simultaneously consider ground, ladder and 
canopy fuels as well as the retention of large trees of Þ re resistant species. Most importantly, treatments must avoid the 
pitfalls of a project design process that considers only the issue of Þ re and/or trees and instead encompass the needs of the 
ecosystem as a whole.

Response: Proposed salvage and restoration treatments were designed in an interdisciplinary setting using an ecosystem 
approach to meet the multiple objectives identiÞ ed in Section 1.3.1.

Comment 316: The Timbered Rock DEIS also feeds the coffers of the timber companies under the guise of the creation of 
Fuel Management Zones. It canʼt be for the sake of the forest that FMZs will be created. The Spring Salvage Timber Sale 
Level 2 Consultation of March 1998 determined that FMZs were ineffective in stopping the spread of high-intensity Þ re, 
serving only to deter the lower intensity ground Þ res that a forest needs to stay healthy. The tree plantations that will grow 
in the new FMZs will only serve to make high intensity Þ res more likely in the area, as their highly ß ammable young trees 
replace the more Þ re resistant old growth trees that were sacriÞ ced for the sake of the timber companies  ̓bottom lines.
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Response: In reviewing the Level 2 Consultation for the Spring Salvage Timber Sale, there are some major differences 
between the Spring Salvage Timber Sale and this EIS. The BLM is proposing to leave six snags per acre versus two snags 
per acre, proposed in the Spring Salvage TS. The majority of FMZs proposed in this EIS (66 percent) are shaded rather than 
total removal, as proposed in the Spring Salvage TS. Also, the Spring Salvage proposal was adjacent to wilderness and this 
EIS is not. A description of the proposed FMZ projects and maintenance of the FMZs is provided in Section 2.3.2.3 (Fuels 
Treatment Projects, Project Design Features). 

Comment 391: The DEIS calls for 17 miles of FMZs impacting �up to 1,300 acres. (DEIS 3-181) �Ridgeline FMZs outside 
the burn area would make 400 to 600 foot wide strips unusable as owl habitat.� Clearly this logging proposal is not beneÞ cial 
to the creation of late-successional forest conditions within the LSR. The BLM claims, without analysis or citation, that 
FMZs would provide so-called �long-term insurance value� reducing the risks of large stand-replacement Þ re. (DEIS 3-181)

Response: The quoted passage has been edited to say �ridgeline FMZs � would slightly degrade owl foraging habitat, due 
to removal of stems 8" DBH and less.�  The impacts discussion has been expanded in the Direct and Indirect Effects Section 
of 3.12.3.1 (Fire and Fuels).

Comment 397: The impacts and costs of FMZ yarding and post-project FMZ maintenance are not fully disclosed or analyzed 
in the DEIS.

Response: Yarding that is proposed was analyzed in the logging costs. Costs for maintenance are not known at this time. The 
timing of retreatment is dependent on vegetation growth and will be based on site conditions. This analysis includes the initial 
thinning, underburn in 2-5 years and a second underburn in 10-15 years. Any maintenance after that time would be analyzed.

Comment 477: Large Þ re breaks and further logging will fragment the habitat even more. Pg 2-67 in the DEIS states that, 
�FMZs increase protection of late-successional habitat but reduce canopy cover.� This is a contradictory statement since late-
successional species depend on a closed canopy. Therefore, reducing the canopy will not be protecting habitat.

Response: Canopy reduction will occur primarily in areas receiving commercial thinning treatments. The canopy cover 
would not be reduced below a minimum of 40 percent. This treatment is proposed for about 60 of 800 acres or approximately 
8 percent of FMZ acres proposed. 

Comment 493: These [fuel breaks] are too large and take up too much of the landscape. It was not clear if these are to be 
shaded or stand replacement fuel breaks. Some are planned in roadless unburned areas such as 33S1W Sec 13. Do not build 
fuel breaks in these areas or around the SW watershed perimeter. It would be like putting a road through the landscape. The 
watershed is in its natural range of variability for Þ re return so logging green old growth is unacceptable and will contribute 
to Þ re risk.

Response: The fuel management zones are designed as shaded fuel breaks (see project description in Appendix E, Proposed 
Restoration Projects). There are no BLM designated �roadless areas� within the project boundary. The FMZs on the 
southwest corner are designed to provide protection to the residences in that vicinity. This area is adjacent to Wildland Urban 
Interface (see Map 2-5, Fuels Management Projects). No logging of green old growth is proposed. See response to comment 
21 in Section 5.4.3.12 for the natural range of variability.

Comment 494: Massive fuel breaks are inappropriate in LSR old growth but might be OK between federal land and private 
homeowners.

Response: The proposed FMZs are recommended in the LSRA.

Comment 495: Fuel breaks must be maintained about every two years to be effective. The costs should be analyzed.

Response: Maintenance treatments of FMZs were described in Appendix E (Proposed Restoration Projects), project 
description. Timing of retreatments will be site-speciÞ c, do not Þ t on a calendar schedule, but would not be required every 
two years.

Comment 496: Removing large trees in fuel breaks leads to an increase in soil and air temperatures. The soil dries out. This 
could lead to decrease in microclimate characteristics and wider temperature swings.
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Response: There is no proposal to remove large green trees within the FMZs. Only Þ re-killed trees are to be removed within 
the burned area (see Appendix E for project description).

Comment 497: Fuel breaks would be on ridge tops with erosive soils and could have a similar effect as road building.

Response: Soils impacts and issues were described in Section 3.3.3.4 (Soils, Soil Erosion).

Comment 498: Fuel breaks are barriers to the movement of some wildlife, sources of sedimentation and islands of damaged 
soil. Thinning of brush and small trees should be used to reduced Þ re risk

Response: That is exactly what is proposed (see Appendix E for project description). Soil and wildlife impacts are discussed 
in those sections.

Comments 284 and 393: The small amount of fuel reduction beneÞ ts from this project are also short-lived and will last only 
about 10-15 years at which point another entry will be required.

Response: The intent is to simulate natural Þ re occurrences intervals. Multiple treatments are part of the long-term plan to 
maintain conditions in the desired state, and are addressed as such in this EIS (see Appendix E project description).

Comment 258: Prescribed Þ re in owl centers should be deferred until the owl habitat has recovered somewhat from the Þ re.

Response: The owl center underburns would not be treated for at least three years or until fuels conditions warranted 
treatment.

Comment 259: Because this is an LSR, the BLM must retain all pre-Þ re-suppression trees in the thinning, pine restoration, 
FMZ, and oak restoration treatments.

Response: This is not a Standard and Guide for LSRs in the NFP nor is it recommended in the LSRA. 

Comment 489: The practice of renovating or partially decommissioning roads that will continue to deteriorate is 
questionable. Either improve the roads with rock and appropriate stabilization structures or fully decommission them.

Response: An interdisciplinary team was used to evaluate which roads to improve, renovate, or decommission. 
Recommendations from the LSR Assessment and WA were considered in these decisions. Reciprocal right-of-way 
agreements placed some constraints on road decommissioning.

5.4.2.4 Alternative A (No Action)

Comment 304: We suggest that alternative A (which as the �no action� alternative does not include any salvage, Þ sh habitat 
improvement, vegetation treatment, fuel treatment, wildlife, or road project activities) could include a research element 
coordinated either with the PNW or PSW research station or with a university (e.g., Southern Oregon University, Oregon 
State University, or other institution) to explore and examine questions associated with natural post-Þ re recovery.

Response: NEPA requires a �no action� alternative in all EISs. No action was determined to mean no proposed actions and 
continuation of current management. Including research would not be consistent with the �no action� alternative as described. 
Although implementation of any action alternative would still provide an opportunity �to explore and examine questions 
associated with natural post-Þ re recovery,� the BLM would consider additional research proposals related to post-Þ re 
conditions.

Comment 281: The EIS also fails to disclose that NOT salvage logging (e.g., natural recovery) may have some counter-
veiling beneÞ ts in terms of Þ re risk and reburn potential, including: (a) large logs store water, (b) standing snags provide 
some shade, (c) regrowth tends to be more patchy and less dense and continuous, (d) fuels in the form of branches and dead 
trees fall to the ground slowly over time and have a chance to decay as they added, (e) falling snags over time ten to break up 
the continuity of fuels in the form of brush and reprod.

Response: Sections 3.6 (Vegetation) and 3.10 (Fire and Fuels) discuss the No Action alternative and the consequences of not 
salvage logging.
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5.4.2.5 Alternative B

Comment 266: Please consider at least one non-commercial, restoration-only alternative that invests in restoration and 
recovery of the Þ re area by, for instance, eliminating livestock grazing, emphasizing native species recovery, not building any 
new roads, stabilizing soils disturbed by the Þ re suppression effort, decommissioning unneeded roads.

Response: Alternative B has no salvage proposed and considers only noncommercial restoration activities.

5.4.2.6 Alternative C

No comments were received.

5.4.2.7 Alternative D

No comments were received.

5.4.2.8 Alternative E

No comments were received.

5.4.2.9 Alternative F

Comments 252, 257, 275, 305, 378, 446, 469, and 480: The BLM failed to consider reasonable alternatives such as one 
based honestly on the Beschta report. The alternative that is purportedly based on the Beschta report fails to adhere to 
some of the most important recommendations such as retaining all large and old trees and 50% of each smaller size class. 
This [Alternative F] is not really a Beschta Alternative because there is no upper diameter limit to salvage even though he 
recommends leaving 50% standing dead trees in each diameter class. Besechta [sic] et al. (1995) warned that even temporary 
road construction should be prohibited on burned landscapes.

Response: Alternative F is based on Recommendations for Ecologically Sound Post-Fire Salvage Management and Other 
Post-Fire Treatments on Federal Lands in the West (Beschta, et al. 1995). Applying all the guidelines of this report would 
have resulted in a no salvage alternative. Alternatives A and B analyze the no salvage option. Section 2.5.1.3 (Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis) describes the rationale for not including all the guidelines within this 
report. Salvage proposals do not include harvesting of live trees with the exception of an occasional live tree needed to 
facilitate salvage activities, as described in Section 2.3.1. All alternatives protect a distribution of snag sizes. �Old snags� 
existing pre-Þ re would also be retained. The expected level of snags retained and harvested by alternative is shown in Figure 
2.3-2. Alternative F does not include construction of any new permanent or temporary roads, as suggested in Beschta, et al.

Comment 378: Page 2-39 of the DEIS informs the reader that the so-called �Beschta Alternative� does not actually 
reß ect the Þ ndings of the 1995 study upon which the (throw away) alternative is allegedly based. The BLM states �the 
recommendation to leave all trees greater than 20" DBH was not adopted. Objectives of this EIS are economic recovery as 
well as LSR restoration.� Hence the supposed �Beschta Alternative� is not actually based on the Þ ndings contained in the 
study. It is merely used by the BLM as a way of padding the DEIS.

Response: 40 CFR 1502.14 (a) states, �Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives,��  It is not 
reasonable to assume that salvage logging restricted to 16-20" DBH is implementable. The 16" lower limit is set by delay 
in salvage logging and associated decay of wood Þ ber and the 20" upper limit would be set by restrictions contained within 
the �Beschta Report.�  Nonetheless, we do feel that Alternative F proposes actions that implement the spirit of the Beschta 
Report. Also, see question 2b in NEPA̓ s Forty Most Asked Questions.

Comments 14 and 470: Beschta also recommends that hazard trees be left by the road rather than hauled out. ʻHazard  ̓trees 
should be felled and left along the road, as suggested in the NFP, leaving the wood for species associated with LSRs.

Response: Hazard trees felled along roads in riparian areas and Northern Spotted Owl activity centers would be left on-site 
except for the portion of the tree felled across the road. Leaving of cut hazard trees outside of these areas was considered 
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but it was determined the levels of coarse woody debris prescribed in Alternative G would be provided for outside of the 
hazard tree areas. It is also anticipated that some hazard trees felled would not be of any economic value and be left on-site 
to provide additional coarse woody debris. We found no reference in the Beschta Report recommending either leaving or 
hauling hazard trees felled by the road.

Comment 530: Since high and moderate burn severity areas pose the greatest risk in terms of accelerated erosion and 
sediment yield to the watershedʼs streams and creeks, alternatives that propose area salvage logging only on low and very low 
burn intensity areas should have been considered.

Response: Limiting salvage logging to low and very low burn severity areas is incorporated into Alternative F to the degree 
practical (see Section 2.4.6, Alternative F).

Comment 267: [C]onsider an alternative modeled on the recommendations of the Beschta report.

Response: This is the design focus of Alternative F (see Section 2.4.6, Alternative F, Salvage Logging and Restoration 
Actions Focused Only within the Timbered Rock Fire Perimeter). However, it was not possible to incorporate all the 
recommendations included in the Beschta Report and still have an implementable alternative. Nevertheless, we feel the spirit 
of the Beschta Report is included in Alternative F. Also, see Section 2.5.1.3 (Alternatives Considered but Eliminated).

5.4.2.10 Alternative G (Preferred Alternative)

Comment 405:  Alternative G is inconsistent with the NFP, RMP and LSRA (DEIS 2-63), will result in increased erosion 
(DEIS 2-69), and will increase sediment delivery to streams (DEIS 2-70).

Response: The DEIS acknowledged the increased erosion and some increase in sediment to the streams. This is not 
inconsistent with the NFP, RMP, or LSRA. These documents do not prohibit increases in erosion or increased sediment 
delivery to streams. They require meeting Riparian Reserve S&Gs and ACS objectives.

Comments 318 and 524: The preferred Alternative G is seriously ß awed because it does not provide a timetable or certainty 
of funding for decommissioning of existing, and recently constructed/reconstructed roads that are likely to increase the 
occurrence of landslides.

Response: This issue is addressed in Section 1.2.3, Controversy. Only temporary spur roads would be constructed to 
implement salvage logging and they would be rehabilitated in the same use season. On a cumulative effects basis, Alternative 
G proposes decommissioning 35 miles of roads which greatly exceeds the amount constructed on industrial forest lands to 
conduct salvage operations. Funds have been appropriated by Congress and allocated to conduct emergency stabilization 
and rehabilitation within the Þ re perimeter. Many of the restoration projects occur throughout the watershed and are not tied 
to effects from the Þ re and require a separate funding request. As stated in response to comment 251, it is anticipated the 
restoration projects will be implemented over a 2-10 year period and funding has been requested through the BLM budgeting 
process.

Comments 68, 70, and 78: The preferred alternative was not deÞ ned as to why it was better than any of the other ones; it 
was simply the �preferred choice� of the lead agency. From the information provided, the average person could probably not 
make informed decision on the project [sic]. This is because the criteria used to eliminate the alternatives are not stated.

Response: Regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14 state that agencies shall �(e) Identify the agencyʼs Preferred Alternative or 
alternatives�in the draft statement�� It is customary in the BLM to identify the Preferred Alternative in both the Draft and 
Final EISs. Rationale for the selection of a Preferred Alternative or the Decision is presented in the Record of Decision. In 
this case, the Preferred Alternative best meets the Purpose and Need and objectives presented in Chapter 1. Also, see question 
four in �NEPA̓ s Forty Most Asked Questions.� 

Comment 404: Page 3-109 indicates that the BLM is aware that the 120 acres of clearcutting proposed in the science project 
will in fact not meet LSR, CHU, NFP, and RMP requirements for woody debris, soil replenishment and nutrient cycling. 
Clearly the supposed concern for meeting �LSR and watershed objectives� stated in the alleged purpose and need, will not be 
met by implementing these clearcuts. 120 acres of clearcutting within the LSR (some within Riparian Reserves) will diminish 
habitat sustainability now and in the future.
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Response: The comment in the DEIS, page 3-109 is speciÞ c to the salvage acres in the research only. Overall, the level of 
CWD in the proposed salvage areas, including research salvage, would meet or exceed DecAID recommendations consistent 
with Alternative G. The research has been reviewed and is consistent with the LSR objectives as described in the NFP (USDA 
and USDI 1994b, C-18). 

Comment 126: The DEIS acknowledges these facts: �[a] review of scientiÞ c literature indicates management activities (slash 
burning, timber harvesting, and associated skid trails,) or large-scale Þ res have a tendency to increase mass movement.� 
These effects endure for decades. Finally, the DEIS acknowledges that 80 percent of the Elk Creek Watershed have been 
entered for timber harvest since 1970. Alternative G (Preferred Alternative) advocates salvage operations within the Þ re 
perimeter. This recommendation ignores recent scientiÞ c opinion and contradicts statements made within the DEIS.

Response: The DEIS proposes removal (salvage) of dead trees only within the Þ re perimeter; no live trees are proposed for 
harvest. This action, or no action, will have essentially the same effects on the incidence of mass wasting along the uplands. 
This is primarily due to reduced evapotranspiration and root strength (see Section 3.3.3.1, Mass Wasting � Uplands), �� 
management activities � timber harvesting (live trees)� or large-scale Þ res (dead trees) have a tendency to increase mass 
wasting...� As stated in Section 3.3.3.1 (Mass Wasting � Uplands, Effects Common to Alternatives B, C, D, E, F and G on 
Mass Wasting Uplands, Salvage, Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects), �As related to landslide hazards, � effects of 
the removal of Þ re-killed trees � would be quantitatively indistinguishable from the No Action Alternative [i.e. no salvage 
of dead trees].� Section 3.3.2.1 (Mass Wasting � Uplands, Post-Þ re) states, �ScientiÞ c literature (McIver and Starr 2000) 
implies large-scale Þ re � has similar effect on slope stability as large-scale timber harvesting.�  The past tree harvesting 
within the watershed (�about 80 percent of the area�) produced a cycle of weakened slope stability conditions due to reduced 
evapotranspiration (ET) and root strength. It can be reasonably concluded that little additional mass wasting can be expected 
in these areas as a result of the salvage of dead trees. 

Comment 460: On pg 30-under Objectives that; �one maintains most of the large amounts of dead wood that are contributed 
to the landscape following stand replacement events; and one that results in an exemption from further REO review for 
conservative amounts of salvage.� This project has not incorporated upper diameter limits and plans, in the preferred 
alternative, to harvest more in speciÞ c sites than is left on the ground.

Response: The LSRA provided a level of salvage to consider which provided an exemption from further REO review. This 
salvage level was considered in Alternative C. The BLM reviewed Alternative G with the LSR Working Group and they 
determined the propose salvage levels using DecAID snag and CWD recommendations would meet LSR guidelines in the 
NFP. Each alternative provides a distribution of tree sizes to be harvested and retained. This distribution is displayed in the 
FEIS in Figure 2.3-2.

Comment 471: Alternative G (Preferred Alternative) a High Salvage Volume Leaving 12-15 snags per acre is not enough. 
In some place it could be as low as 6 snags per acre and they would be small as only the larger trees are merchantable at this 
time.

Response: The level of snags for the area salvage units are 8 snags per acre greater than 16" DBH, and 12 snags per acre 
greater than 16" DBH. This meets or exceeds recommended levels in the DecAID Wood Advisor. Snags levels would be met 
in the unharvested areas outside of the salvaged units. The level of snags in the research proposal includes leaving 6 snags per 
acre 20" DBH or greater.

Comment 1: Preferred Alternative �G� calls for �some of the most damaging logging methods possible -- including 1,888 
acres of ground-based tractor yarding and 1,051 acres of bull-line yarding

Response: These acres were an error found in the Soils section of Table 2-2. Actual acres for Alternative G should have 
been 70 acres of ground-based tractor yarding and 967 acres of bull-line yarding. These acres were properly identiÞ ed in 
the Alternative G description in Section 2.4.7 and other places throughout the document. In the Final EIS, Alternative G 
identiÞ es 113 acres for tractor yarding, 1,223 acres for bull-lining, 402 acres of skyline, and 411 acres of helicopter (see Table 
2-2). This includes roadside salvage.

Comment 6: The Preferred Alternative G, is just that calling for logging over 24 million board feet (the equivalent of over 
12,000 logging trucks) from within the LSR. It is unacceptable to me.
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Response: Generally, log trucks transport about 5,000 board feet per load, resulting in slightly less than 5,000 trips if 24 
MMBF is salvaged.

Comment 12: The LSR guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan indicate that the BLM is only allowed to salvage in an LSR 
where the live canopy is less than 40%. I do not see this in Alternative G.

Response: Section 2.3.1.1, Area Salvage, states �Alternatives C, D, and G focus on high and moderate burn severity areas 
greater than 10 acres and less than 40 percent canopy closure.� Additional description of Alternative G in Section 2.4.7 
discusses salvage occurring in high and moderate severity areas greater than 10 acres. These areas are typically stand-
replacement areas with less than 40 percent canopy closure. Section 2.4.7 and Table 2-1 have been edited to include this 
detail and provide consistency with other alternative descriptions.

Comment 356: The DEIS indicates that the preferred Alternative G would have the greatest potential to directly affect stream 
temperatures, especially on these 14 acres of Riparian Reserves that are targeted for a research salvage cut prescription of 
100% with 6 snags/acre. This is signiÞ cant if the 14 acres of riparian reserve are adjacent to 303(d) waters. The FEIS must 
demonstrate that anthropogenic actions proposed in the Action Alternatives will not result in further temperature impairment 
to 303(d) waters.

Response: The 14 acres (11 acres in FEIS) of proposed salvage in Riparian Reserves are not adjacent to 303(d) listed waters 
and would not result in further temperature impairment to 303(d) listed waters. Approximately one acre is in the headwaters 
of a Þ rst order intermittent tributary. This is not adjacent to the stream channel, but in the tip of the Riparian Reserve. The 
other streams where Riparian Reserves would be entered are also intermittent and would not contribute to increases in 
downstream temperatures because these streams are dry during the summer when stream temperatures are high. The amount 
of acres to be entered in the Riparian Reserve represents approximately 0.2 percent of the Riparian Reserve acres in the Elk 
Creek Watershed.

Comment 413: Page 3-219 of the DEIS indicates that the BLM intends to highgrade and yard large diameter snags from 
�pockets of dead trees� that are larger than three acres. The NFP standards and guidelines for LSR management indicate that 
the BLM should consider felling and leaving �hazard� trees on site and that commercial logging in stands smaller than 10 
acres is inappropriate.

Response: The reference to the statement ��pockets of dead trees less than three acres� in Section 3.16.3.2  of the DEIS is 
an error and was intended to state �less than ten acres.� This statement has been removed in the FEIS.

Comment 13: It [NFP] also calls for the retention of all live trees in the LSR, yet Alternative G calls for ʻgreen-tree  ̓logging, 
as well.

Response: The �green-tree� logging included in the Alternative G salvage proposal includes the potential need to remove 
green trees for access or logging feasibility. The Standard and Guidelines of the NFP for salvage in Late-Successional 
Reserves (USDA and USDI 1994b, C-15) recognizes, in guideline number 11, some green trees may need to be harvested 
to provide access or feasible logging operations. Some restoration projects include �green-tree� logging. These projects are 
consistent with the S&Gs from the NFP and based on recommendations in the South Cascades LSRA.

Comment 349: Of note are proposed actions to eliminate grazing, the removal of some tributary irrigation withdrawals, the 
improvement and obliteration of roads and providing management of oak meadowlands.

Response: This EIS does not propose �eliminating grazing� or �the removal of some tributary irrigation withdrawals,� as 
suggested.

Comments 20 and 310: I see 811 acres of old growth logged for ʻpine release.ʼ

Response: There are 811 acres of potential pine release identiÞ ed in stands with pine greater than 20" DBH. The intent 
is to remove vegetation within a 20' radius of the dripline of the existing pine over 24" DBH. This is to encourage pine 
regeneration where it is presently nonexistent, due to encroachment of dense shrub and other conifer vegetation as a result 
of Þ re exclusion. In very few cases would trees greater than 18" DBH be removed and pine would be retained. The LSR 
assessment for this LSR states, �Remove competing vegetation, as needed, up to 24" diameter to the drip line plus 20 feet� 
(USDA and USDI 1998, 165).
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Comment 180: Instead of using the more conservative 80% species tolerance thresholds, the EIS uses DecAIDs lower 30-
50% species tolerance thresholds, which is totally inappropriate in a LSR.

Response: The Preferred Alternative, Alternative G, uses the 50-80 percent thresholds for the White Fir plant series and the 
30-50 percent threshold for the Douglas-Þ r plant series. These thresholds were similar to other local and regional snag and 
CWD references (see DEIS Appendix D). In the DEIS (Appendix D, page D-30), it is noted that levels of snags and CWD 
are anticipated to be higher than these thresholds because of the number of trees in the 10-16" DBH range which would not 
be merchantable in the units because of the delay in implementation of the salvage activities. Analysis of higher DecAID 
thresholds was completed in Alternative D. It used the 80 percent thresholds for White Fir plant series and the 50-80 percent 
threshold for the Douglas-Þ r plant series.

5.4.2.11 Research

Comment 82: With respect to the preferred Alternative G, I found it disingenuous for the BLM to propose a research project 
with the potential to provide important data in 328 acres of salvage units, in conjunction with additional salvage logging 
of 1,051 acres outside of the research units. A total of 1,379 acres would be salvaged in experimental units and remaining 
units. The inclusion of the �remaining area� salvage in this alternative diminishes what might otherwise be a useful research 
proposal that would receive support from scientists like myself.

Response: The Preferred Alternative is designed to meet all the objectives as described in Section 1.3.1 (Objectives). The 
inclusion of the research was designed to meet Objective 8, �Where appropriate, conduct scientiÞ c investigations that could 
be implemented within the LSR to respond to controversial issues and scientiÞ c uncertainties related to salvage of Þ re-
killed trees or Þ re effects on critical resources.� The inclusion of the �remaining area� salvage would contribute to meeting 
Objective 7, �Recover some economic value of Þ re-killed trees while meeting LSR and watershed objectives.� Opportunities 
for additional research exists and will be evaluated when proposed.

Comment 307:  It is highly unlikely that a study superimposed upon any of the alternatives offered will produce credible 
results. The treatment should not dictate the study. The study design must come Þ rst, with the treatments planned to answer 
the well-thought out questions.

Response: The studies are independent submissions designed by the researchers. The BLM provided the researchers the 
opportunity to submit research to test critical assumptions of the NFP Standard and Guidelines. The BLM also provided 
information regarding areas meeting the research criteria. Since the publishing of the DEIS, the study design has been peer 
reviewed and adjustments made based on these reviews to provide for credible results. The revised research proposals are 
included in Appendix G. The critical part of the proposed research is that it was designed prior to salvage and salvage is 
responsive to the research, as suggested in the comment.

Comment 365: However, the DEIS is not clear on whether or not the funding for the actual research is available. If funding 
is not available to conduct the research, it is possible that the cut prescriptions for research will be applied through salvage 
without the subsequent funding for research. Consequently, salvage research cut prescriptions which are not consistent with 
the NFP would be implemented without the accompanying study. Therefore, proposed research cut prescriptions should not 
be implemented until funding to complete the bird and wildlife research is secured.   

Response: While it would not be a good thing to implement the salvage prescription and then not fund the research, the 
effects of implementing the research is analyzed in Chapter 3, consistent with NEPA. The assumption is made that if the 
research is included in the Record of Decision, then it will be funded. However, inclusion of the wildlife-related research 
reduces potential salvage acres by 2 acres and volume by approximately 1.7 MMBF. Research funding has been requested 
through the BLM budget process and the �Application of Science� program. 

Comments 81 and 103: I believe it is important to conduct research on the effects of salvage logging on wildlife; however, 
because wildÞ re is a natural and necessary part of forest dynamics and salvage logging is not (in fact, the Late Successional 
Reserve Assessment states that there is no ecological reason to salvage), I feel that research efforts and limited money would 
be better spent investigating the long-term impacts of wildÞ re on biological resources in the absence of salvage logging.

Response: The EIS is consistent with this statement in the LSRA as it did not deÞ ne any �ecological reasons� for the 
proposed salvage. But, as stated in Section 1.2.2, the Timbered Rock Fire focuses on the need �To assess the possibility of 
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economic recovery of Þ re-killed trees (salvage) within the Þ re perimeter, consistent with LSR objectives.� As previously 
stated, the BLM would consider additional research proposals in the Timbered Rock Fire area, including research proposals 
in the unsalvaged areas. The wildlife research component includes control units that would not be salvaged.

Comment 72:  What the document does not do is provide complete information from research related to post-Þ re conditions 
or activities (such as the effects of large dead woody debris on the landscape). This is a part of the need statement, which is 
referred to in the document, but it is never stated that there was any research completed.

Response: Available research related to post-Þ re conditions was reviewed and used as reference throughout the document. 
The bibliography lists the numerous references used in the document. The need statement is a reß ection that additional 
research may be needed relating to post-Þ re conditions and the EIS provides an opportunity to conduct this research. The 
research is part of the proposal and was not intended to be completed prior to initiation of the other proposed actions.

Comment 73: Throughout this section, it is mentioned that there needs to be more research done on functions of large 
dead wood and effects of coarse woody retention (pg 3-108, 3-109). This research could be fulÞ lled by looking into similar 
historical Þ res and using any salvage data found from those projects.

Response: The BLM would consider additional research proposals related to post-Þ re conditions. We agree historical Þ res 
could provide opportunities for research and the BLM sponsored a Þ eld trip with researchers from OSU, PNW, and USGS to 
visit past Þ res and take a retrospective look at these Þ res. The observations of the scientist visit can be found in Appendix F.

Comments 63 and 534: Data comparing surface erosion rates from logged versus unlogged burned hillslopes is extremely 
limited. The preferred Alternative G presents a unique opportunity to conduct such research. Boise Cascade Corporation 
would be willing to assist the BLM in designing and implementing just such a project.

Response: Field monitoring is currently being done for water quality. Research related to sediment delivery has not been 
suggested, but would be evaluated if proposed. The BLM would consider additional research proposals or research on 
adjacent land which compliments the proposed research in the Preferred Alternative.

Comment 55:  Under any successful alternative, the BLM should consider working with Oregon State University to describe 
a series of research efforts, related to post Þ re harvest operations that address the NEPA concerns, which continue to plague 
the agency and prevent them from moving forward after events like this.

Response: Throughout the development of the DEIS, the BLM worked with OSU scientists in developing research related 
to post-Þ re harvest. As noted in Section 1.5.1, Scoping, and Appendix F, OSU scientists visited the Timbered Rock Fire 
and other past Þ re areas in the Butte Falls Resource Area on two occasions. The scientists were asked to identify research 
questions which could be analyzed in this EIS. The included research is the result of this request. BLM would consider other 
research proposals to address post-Þ re issues. It is hoped this EIS assists in implementing Objective 9, �Analyze effects 
associated with Þ re salvage so future efforts can be tiered to this analysis� (see Section 1.3.1).

5.4.2.12 Range of Alternatives

No comments were received.

5.4.3 Chapter 3

No comments were received.

5.4.3.1 Affected Environment (General)

No comments were received.

5.4.3.2 Environmental Consequences (General)

No comments were received.
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5.4.3.3 Cumulative Effects (General)

Comment 106: Please, please, take into consideration the entire landscape and see that protecting this LSR and not entering 
the burned area will do more for recovery than Alternative �G� provides.

Response: The effects of not conducting salvage or restoration actions are described under Alternative A. The effects of 
conducting salvage and restoration are discussed under each alternative.

Comment 468: Trail Creek Timber Sale to the west and the proposed Flounce Around Timber Sale to the south in the Lost 
Creek watershed will add to the cumulative effects of this project. Please consider deferring these sales for a few years so 
plants and wildlife can disperse and recover.

Response: The Trail Creek North and Trail Creek South Tiber Sales have already been sold. The Flounce Around Timber 
Sale is scheduled for Þ scal year 2005. Additional analysis was added to Alternative G, Cavity Nester Cumulative Effects (see 
Section 3.12.4.2, Cavity and Down Wood Dependent Species, Alternative G, Cumulative Effects). Salvage would occur on 
approximately 8.7 percent of the acres burned in the Timbered Rock Fire. Approximately 10,754 acres of BLM land burned 
in the Timbered Rock Fire remain to provide habitat for cavity and down wood dependent species. On a landscape basis, 
these sales would have a very low effect on cavity nesters in the analysis area. These sales were considered in the cumulative 
effects analysis.

Comments 414 and 418: The DEIS assumes snags will be logged within 71% of the Þ re perimeter. (DEIS 3-219) The 
BLMʼs presumption that dead trees occur in excess numbers is unsupported, illogical, and ignores the ecological role of 
woody debris. Please modify the DEIS to address the ecological importance of woody debris and the undesirable ecological 
effects of removing it.

Response: The reference of 71 percent in Table 3.16.2 is not an objective. The title of the table is somewhat misleading and 
has been clariÞ ed in the FEIS. The values provided in Table 3.16.2 are a cumulative estimate of areas where snag levels, from 
a hazard perspective, will either be reduced in number or are currently low. This value includes pre-Þ re condition (plantations 
and non-forested areas), management activity on private lands, and activities proposed on BLM-administered lands. The level 
of snags and woody debris retained in Alternative G meets DecAID Wood Advisor recommendations and other local and 
regional recommendations. The effects of these retention levels were analyzed in the document.

Comments 379 and 401: And that �The cumulative impact of the adjacent sales was magniÞ ed by the wildÞ re.� (DEIS 
3-182) Given this, why is the BLM proposing a logging research project that will fell, yard and haul large diameter snags 
adjacent to occupied NSO sites?

Response: The acreage affected is relatively small, and adjacent patches of snags would be maintained. The value of 
information to be gained on wildlife impacts from the studies offsets the unknown risk of removal of some dead trees near 
three active owl sites.

Comment 35: The largest weakness in the DEIS is the failure to accurately display outcomes of the intended plans, so 
the public can understand future results. Nowhere in the DEIS is there a clear picture of 1] how trees grow, 2] that sites do 
recover, 3] soils stabilize, and 4] habitat stages are replaced, when trees are established and growing to fully occupy the site.

Response: Desired Future Conditions are described for all of the restoration projects and the reforestation projects in Chapter 
2. The potential roadmap to attain these desired future conditions is summarized in Table 2-1, Table 2-4, and Table 2-5. 
Appendix K summarizes some predicted long-range stand conditions in the thinned stands. This Appendix has been revised 
to project thinned stands to the desired 80 year old stand described in the LSRA. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 were added to show 
anticipated trends and consequences of the reforested areas and the restoration projects in meeting these conditions. There 
is also discussion of future forest stands under direct, indirect, and cumulative effects in Section 3.6.3.1. However, EISs are 
meant to be analytic rather than encyclopedic in nature (40 CFR 15022).    

Comment 112: The Timbered Rock DEIS does not adequately analyze the cumulative effect of previous wildÞ res within the 
Elk Creek Watershed and Elk Creek Late Successional Reserve (LSR).

Response: Effects from previous Þ res were analyzed when post-Þ re baseline data was established.
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Comment 118: No mention is made of prior road building or road decommissioning efforts on private or public lands and the 
cumulative effect of such efforts.

Response: A discussion of roads, both pre and post -ire conditions is described in Section 3.3.2.3, Mass Wasting - Roads 
The effects of these past efforts can be found in the Environmental Consequences Section 3.3.3.3, Mass Wasting - Roads. 
The cumulative effects describes the effects of past, present, and reasonably, foreseeable future road building. The BLM is 
unaware of any past (pre-Þ re) road decommissioning in the watershed.

Comment 125: The Timbered Rock Fire burned 2,731 acres of USFS lands. Beyond stating that no salvage is anticipated on 
these lands, the DEIS does not discuss any other USFS management activities that could affect the Elk Creek Watershed.

Response: When requested, the US Forest Service did not indicate they had any other plans for management actions within 
the LSR.

Comment 155: In analyzing cumulative effects, the DEIS should be drawing comparisons between the effects of no action 
and the proposed action instead of attempting to mask the cumulative effects of the proposed activities behind the effects of 
the Þ re itself.

Response: Appendix N, Wildlife, Tables N-4 through N-9 compare the acres affected between the alternatives, and not to 
pre-Þ re. Cumulative effects have been analyzed in the context of the greater impact of the wildÞ re and subsequent salvage on 
non-federal lands.

Comment 350: The DEIS is limited in describing the cumulative environmental effects, particularly on water quality, of its 
proposed actions combined with the salvage logging activities on 6,000 acres of adjacent private and industrial forests in the 
affected wildÞ re zone.

Response: Refer to Section 3.4.3.1 (Water Quality Effects of Alternative A) for a detailed description of the effects from 
the proposed salvage logging of 6,000 acres of private forests. This describes the potential for sediment and the delivery 
mechanism to the stream resulting from these actions. It also acknowledges high watershed cumulative effects from past 
actions in these watersheds. Any additive cumulative effects from the proposed actions are detailed within each alternative. 

Comment 358: Although the DEIS discusses cumulative impacts within the scope of proposed actions on federal forest 
lands, there is little assessment or adequate discussion of the combined indirect and cumulative impacts from the proposed 
alternatives and salvage operations occurring on adjacent non-federal lands.

Response: The reasonably foreseeable cumulative effects considered in this document can be found in Section 3.1.4. 
The BLM wrote letters to the major industrial and public landowners requesting information regarding their reasonable 
foreseeable plans for harvest and road building activity in the Elk Creek Watershed. A summary of the information 
they provided is in Section 3.1.4. This includes Section 3.1.4.5 (Forest Management on Industrial Forest Lands) which 
summarizes the planned activities on private lands based on information provided by the private industrial landowners. 
Specialists used this best available information in their cumulative effects analysis. The environmental consequences 
sections address direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the actions proposed in each alternative plus actions on private 
lands and the effects of the Þ re and Þ re suppression actions. In addition, Table 2-3 (Cumulative Effects Analysis Summary), 
summarizes the anticipated cumulative effects within the watershed from Federal and private actions. It also includes effects 
of the Timbered Rock Fire and suppression activities and reasonable foreseeable future actions across all landowners. Based 
on these comments, the EIS team reviewed the cumulative effects analysis and provided additional information where they 
determined it was needed. See response to comments 110, 111, 279, and 417 in Section 5.4.3.3.

Comment 502: Cumulative Effects from private industrial forest logging and road building has contributed signiÞ cantly to 
the hydrological problems in the watershed. This should be more thoroughly considered when federal projects are planned.

Response: This was addressed in Section 3.4.3.1 (Hydrology, Water Quality) under cumulative effects.

Comments 110, 111, 117, 279, and 417: The EIS fails to fully disclose the cumulative effects of livestock grazing, timber 
harvest, prescribed Þ re, and road developments on water quality, forest health, wildlife habitat, noxious weeds, cultural 
resources, and other resources.
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Response: Chapters 3 (Affected Environment) and Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences) were combined in this EIS to 
make it easier to review and to be consistent with the NFP and Medford District RMP EISs. For each resource addressed, 
the effects analysis is presented by alternative which is further divided by �salvage-direct and indirect effects,� �restoration-
direct and indirect effects,� and then �cumulative effects� for that alternative. Furthermore, the �cumulative effect� analysis, 
as appropriate, summarizes effects from salvage and restoration, addresses effects from the Þ re and suppression efforts, 
and �reasonably foreseeable future actions� which includes actions on adjacent private lands. This information is further 
summarized in Table 2-3, Cumulative Effects Analysis Summary.  This does complies with guidance included at 40 CFR 
1508.7, as we did take a �hard look� at cumulative effects within the project area.

Comments 120, 43,2 and 440: The DEIS totally disregards signiÞ cant impacts of suppression activities that occurred during 
the Þ re.

� Direct soil damage resulting from emergency road, Þ re line, and helispot construction.
� Hydrological impacts caused by Þ re lines, which route overland water ß ow and disrupt soil inÞ ltration.
� Chemical pollution of water and soil from aerial ß ame retardant drops.
� Destruction of snags and other ecologically signiÞ cant large woody debris.
� Spread of highly ß ammable noxious weeds.

Response: See Section 3.3.2.5 for discussion of suppression actions on soils, Section 3.4.3.1 for discussion of suppression 
actions on water quality, Section 3.5.3.1 for discussion of retardant effects on Þ sh, and Section 3.8.3.1 for discussion of 
suppression actions on Special Status Plants. 

Comment 141: The DEIS states that spotted owls are mobile enough to disperse to adjacent LSRs, but fails to consider that 
substantial portion of these adjacent areas are located on private land that has already been harvested or is in the process of 
being harvested.
 
Response: Owl dispersal habitat is not in short supply in SW Oregon. Some harvested private lands in adjacent watersheds 
have regrown to provide dispersal habitat. Even without the private component, there is ample dispersal habitat on Federal 
lands adjacent to the project area, as discussed in the Environmental Consequences Cumulative Impacts section (3.12.3.1, 
Wildlife). The Biological Opinion (USDI, USFWS 2003, 70) supports this contention. However, the LSR designation does 
not apply to private lands.

Comments 142 and 144: The proposed project poses serious cumulative harms to cavity and down wood species. These 
cumulative effects are not substantively analyzed or addressed in the DEIS. Because most of the surrounding private 
industrial forest lands have been heavily salvaged very little suitable habitat for cavity dependent species remains on these 
lands.

Response: Additional analysis was added to Alternative G, Cavity And Down Wood Dependent Species cumulative effects 
(see Section 3.12.3.2) Table 2-2, pages 2-53 and 2-54 in the DEIS indicates that under Alternative G, 87 percent of the Þ re-
killed trees over 8" DBH on BLM-administered land would be retained in the salvage area. Seventy-six percent of the Þ re 
killed trees over 20" DBH would be left (see Figure 2.3-2, Distribution of Fire-Killed Trees by Diameter). In burned stands 
less than 10 acres and/or with greater than 40 percent live canopy, 100 percent of snags remain. Two snags per acre are left on 
salvaged private lands.

5.4.3.4 Land Uses

No comments were received.

5.4.3.5 Soil

Comment 242: Page 3-41 hints that salvage may be proposed in low intensity burn areas and may remove live trees. This is 
inconsistent with the proposed action.

Response: Area salvage is proposed in the low severity burn areas in Alternative E and F. These areas are not proposed 
for area salvage in Alternative G. Salvage of roadside hazard trees would include low burn severity areas. The BLM is not 
proposing to harvest any green trees in salvage, although some green trees may be removed for operational purposes. 
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Comment 492: Because of the site-speciÞ c nature of soils work, it is not really accurate to rely only on the Jackson County 
Soil Survey scale of mapping. This project might demand a level 4 or 5 scale of intensity rather than level 1 or 2. Site speciÞ c 
mapping should be done in the Þ eld before management plans are formulated.

Response: Post-Þ re Þ eld surveys were conducted on most units proposed for tractor yarding and some on the units proposed 
for cable yarding. Twenty-seven transects of twenty-Þ ve data points each were taken. This information was added to Section 
3.3.1 (Soil, Methodology).

Comment 121: Data concerning present timber management operations is based on post-Þ re aerial photographs and limited 
Þ eld reconnaissance. These cursory methods are not conducive to the acquisition of �quantiÞ ed or detailed information� 
concerning cumulative effects required by NEPA. The Timbered Rock DEIS analysis of the impacts is limited to a cursory 
statement �large-scale salvage operation occurred on burned areas on private lands.� The extent and nature of this salvage 
operation is not clearly deÞ ned. The DEIS later refers to a salvage operation that occurred on 5,725 acres of private, industrial 
forestland. Whether this is the same salvage operation identiÞ ed in aerial photographs and during the limited Þ eld survey is 
unspeciÞ ed.

Response: The statement in the DEIS relates to mass wasting analysis, post-Þ re. Field observations made to evaluate post-
Þ re mass wasting potential are described. The 5,725 acres identiÞ ed on private land is the same area referred to in the �large-
scale salvage operation...� statement in the mass wasting analysis. 

Comment 130: Seven miles of new road have been built on private lands within the Þ re perimeter since 2002. The Timbered 
Rock DEIS notes, �[s]ince the design and construction standards are not known, the effects cannot be assessed.�  This 
statement does not constitute a �hard look� at the cumulative effects of road building. The potential effects of road building 
on private lands are not weighed by the BLM.

Response: The information about the post-Þ re road building (4 miles in 2002, and 3 miles in 2003) was submitted by the 
private landowners. The Oregon Forest Practices Act (OFPA) regulates the road building and maintenance on private lands. 
These rules apply to all management activities in the forest, and were developed to protect forest resources, including water 
quality standards. The Division 625, Forest Roads, rules speciÞ cally include, among others: Road Location, Road Design, 
Road Construction, Stream Protection, and Road Maintenance (Oregon Department of Forestry, 2003b). The potential effects 
of roads on BLM and private lands is assessed in the DEIS under Section 3.3.3.3 Mass Wasting � Roads, Cumulative Effects.

Comment 131: The DEIS does not adequately relate the actual or potential increase in mass wasting events resulting from 
insufÞ cient road maintenance to past and proposed management activities.

Response: The assessment of past and projected mass wasting occurrences is presented under Sections 3.3.2.3 and 3.3.3.3 
Mass Wasting � Roads, respectively. The analysis includes, cumulatively, past road building and maintenance, and also the 
effects of no action or future restorative actions related to roads.

Comment 65: Active management can lead to a decrease in the length of time required for seedlings to become established 
and begin signiÞ cant root growth which will begin to replace the lost soil cohesion due to the rotting of existing roots post-
Þ re. This added cohesion will reduce the risk of mass wasting events. Furthermore, the sooner trees and their root systems 
become established the sooner the evapotranspiration recovers which further reduces the risk of mass wasting due to the 
decrease in soil saturation.

Response: Tree roots are recognized as a component of soil shear strength, playing an important role in slope stability of 
hillsides with shallow soils. The slope stability analysis (Appendix H, Soils, H-20) indicates the changes in slope stability 
between forested and denuded uplands, with variable root strength, in the short-term (next decade). The proposed restoration 
activities include �reforestation� on 3,176 acres in order to �expedite conifer establishment on high and moderate burn 
severity areas� (see Table 2-2, Summary of the Effects of the Alternatives). In the long-term, the reforestation efforts will 
have beneÞ cial stabilizing effects on the uplands.

Comment 129: A signiÞ cant portion of the Elk Creek Watershed, already at an elevated risk of mass wasting due to the 
Timbered Rock Fire, is undergoing an apparent clear cut including fragile riparian areas. The hazardous effects of large-scale 
timber operations and large Þ res on mass wasting events, particularly within riparian areas, are noted within the DEIS and in 
current scientiÞ c literature. The DEIS fails to weigh these effects.
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Response: Based on slope stability and GIS analyses, the DEIS identiÞ ed a total of 200 to 400 acres (BLM and private), 
less than 0.5 percent of the Elk Creek Watershed, to be at elevated risk of imminent mass wasting (see Section 3.3.3.1, Mass 
Wasting � Uplands, Restoration, Cumulative Effects, Map 3-2, Appendix H Slope Stability Analysis). The DEIS proposes 
salvage harvest of dead trees only within the Þ re perimeter; no live trees are proposed for harvest. No salvage of dead trees 
is proposed within riparian areas except 11 acres within research units. The salvage action, or no action, will have essentially 
the same effects on the incidence of mass wasting along the uplands. This is primarily due to reduced evapotranspiration and 
root strength (see Sections 3.3.2.1 and 3.3.3.1, Mass Wasting � Uplands). The effects of salvage or no salvage actions on 
mass wasting are covered in Section 3.3.3.1 Mass Wasting � Uplands, Effects of Alternatives.

Comment 320: Alternative G would log trees on unstable and potentially unstable slopes.

Response: Based on slope stability and GIS analyses, the DEIS identiÞ ed a total of 200 to 400 acres (92 acres on BLM land), 
less than 0.5 percent of the Elk Creek Watershed, to be at elevated risk of mass wasting (see Section 3.3.3.1 Mass Wasting 
� Uplands, Restoration, Cumulative Effects, Map 3-2, Appendix H Slope Stability Analysis). The DEIS proposes salvage 
harvest of dead trees within the Þ re perimeter; no live trees are proposed for harvest. This salvage action, or no action (no 
salvage), will have effectively the same effects on the incidence of mass wasting along the uplands. This is primarily due 
to reduced evapotranspiration (ET) and loss of root strength as a result of the Þ re (see Sections 3.3.2.1 and 3.3.3.1, Mass 
Wasting � Uplands).

Comment 344: The DEIS failed to identify areas with potential for slumping and propose corrective action.

Response: Because of microsite conditions (topography, geology, and groundwater conditions), it is impossible to predict the 
exact locations of �slumping� or �sloughing.� In the Section 3.3.3.3, Mass Wasting � Roads, mass wasting in form of sloughs 
is predicted on estimated 40 to 60 miles of roads, primarily along mid-slope roads in steep terrain (steeper than 65 percent). 
The proposed, speciÞ c road restoration efforts under the action alternatives (renovation, improvements, decommissioning) 
and road maintenance would mitigate the effects of the slumping.

Comment 132: The Timbered Rock DEIS makes unsubstantiated claims in regard to the lack of direct or indirect effects 
anticipated management activities would have on debris torrents.

Response: The assessment of debris torrents under Sections 3.3.2.2 and 3.3.3.2, Debris Torrents along uplands, is based on 
credible and reasonable analog, empirical and analytical analyses � see referenced science literature and Appendix H, Debris 
Torrent Analysis.

Comment 134: The DEIS does not gauge the impacts of skid trials, skid roads, helicopter landing areas or provide 
conclusery [sic] evidence of how the construction of .25 to 1.5 miles of road will not have immediate and profound impacts 
on the incidence of debris torrents.

Response: Alternative G (Preferred Alternative) proposes construction of nine segments of temporary roads, ranging in 
length from 250-1,300', totaling 0.9 miles. These roads are located along geologically stable ridge tops. Construction of these 
road spurs would consist of small cuts and Þ lls (less than 2 feet) in a rocky terrain. The road segments would be constructed 
and decommissioned in the same season, during dry period of the year. Field assessment and slope stability analysis indicate 
that there is no potential for mass wasting from these temporary roads (see 3.3.3.1 Mass Wasting � Uplands, Effects Common 
to Alternatives B, C, D, E, F, and G on Mass wasting � Uplands). Since the contribution of mass wasting from the temporary 
to the processes within the potential debris torrent channels is non-existent, it can be reasonably concluded, that the proposed, 
new temporary roads would have no effect on the occurrence of debris torrents. 

Comment 135: Finally, the DEIS ignores the cumulative effect salvage operations on private industrial forestland will have 
on the incidence of debris torrents.

Response: Analysis of debris torrents is presented in Appendix H, Debris Torrent Analysis � Mass Movement in Steep 
Stream Channels, and applies pre- and post-Þ re conditions (salvage or no salvage) in the watershed. In addition, Oregon 
Forest Practices Act (OFPA) regulates the forest operations on private lands; speciÞ cally Division 630-Harvesting and 
Division 623-Shallow, Rapidly Moving Landslides (http://www.odf.state.or.us). 

Comment 60: In general the literature cited and the representations of cause-and-effects are accurate however in certain 
instances I believe that the explanation of cause to effect and associated value judgments may not be entirely correct 
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or justiÞ ed. For instance: �Mass wasting, as visible and recognizable soil movement, occurs as a result of major and/or 
prolonged rainy events, more speciÞ cally the rise of groundwater within a soil mass, or as a result of seismic events. These 
natural, episodic events deliver desired coarse material (soil, sand, gravels, cobbles and boulders, and wood material) into 
the streams.� (page 3-11) As stated in Appendix H of the DEIS, mass wasting events occur when the driving forces of the 
downhill weight of soil and water (and vegetation) are greater then the hill-normal weight of soil and water (and vegetation) 
and the cohesion of the soil mass to itself and to the underlying bedrock all adjusted for changing pore-water pressure. This 
can occur with or without a rise in the groundwater table depending on soil, vegetation and topographic characteristics. 
Furthermore, the �desirability� of this material likely depends on the channel type, the aquatic habitat of concern, and the 
type of material being delivered.

Response: The analytical assumptions in the Draft EIS regarding slope stability and mass wasting are based on accepted 
scientiÞ c principles and methods. The stability of natural slopes is governed by the soil mechanics factors of driving and 
resisting forces, soil shear strength and changes in pore-water pressures (changes in groundwater levels), or occasionally 
dynamic forces (earthquakes or blasting). Dry, unsaturated slopes that are normally stable, become increasingly unstable 
when the effective stresses along the existing, or potential, slip plane are reduced due to changes in pore pressures, i.e. 
changes in groundwater levels. These changes have overwhelming effects on the slope stability, as compared to changes in 
soil density due to saturation, or changes in vegetation density on the slope surface (very minor, when compared to the soil 
mass) (see Sowers, Introductory Soil Mechanics and Foundations, 1970). In the context of mass wasting in the uplands, 
(natural, undisturbed slopes), the word �desired� implies preferred, ordinary, regular or normal composition of soil, sand, 
gravel, cobbles, boulders, and wood material for the area/channel below, as contrasted to processed, uniform earth materials 
found in road Þ lls, in which the proportions of these materials are �undesired.�

Comment 62: The notion because there is �no action� or no more disturbance there will be less sediment moving down the 
hillside may not be correct. Our recent measurements cannot deÞ nitively address this question, however, similar to work 
of Chou (1994), our visual assessments indicate there to be very little difference in surface erosion between logged and 
unlogged sites.

Response: We agree. The Chou reference and Poff (2002) were added to Section 3.3.3.4, Soil Erosion, Effects of Alternative 
A (No Action) on Soil Erosion.

Comment 116: Furthermore, the DEIS postulates that �[t]he size of trees growing on a majority of these skid trails indicates 
compaction may not be a serious long-term impact from previous entries.�   The suggestion that the situation may just take 
care of itself, coupled with the indeÞ niteness of the language in the DEIS concerning the long-term impacts of skid trails, 
does not constitute a �hard look.

Response: The DEIS acknowledges the need to take restorative measures on skid trails. The PDFs includes designating of 
skid trails, water-barring and ripping of skid trails. These are designed to reduce compaction, erosion, and sedimentation from 
skid trails.

Comment 323: Sediment calculations and debris ß ow risk excluded private lands. Mass wasting from existing and newly 
constructed roads can be expected to be high during the next ten years causing severe sedimentation to salmon spawning 
and rearing areas. Apparently the BLM erroneously believes that since they did not construct these roads they do not have to 
disclose the physical impacts from them, even though some of the new roads cross federal lands.

Response: The incidence of debris ß ows (torrents) and their effects on BLM and private lands are assessed under Section 
3.3.3.2, Debris Torrents, Cumulative Effects for No Action and action alternatives, and Appendix H, Debris Torrent Analysis 
� Mass Movement in Steep Stream Channels. The effects of Þ re on mass wasting along existing and proposed new roads on 
BLM and private lands are assessed under Section 3.3.3.3 Mass Wasting � Roads, Cumulative Effects, for all alternatives, 
including No Action and Preferred Alternative. The construction and maintenance of forest roads on private lands are 
regulated by the State of Oregon through the OFPA. These rules apply to all management activities in the forest, and were 
developed to protect forest resources, including water quality standards. The Division 625, Forest Roads, rules speciÞ cally 
include, among others: Road Location, Road Design, Road Construction, Stream Protection, and Road Maintenance (http:
//www.odf.state.or.us).

Comment 472: Most of the salvage takes place on steep slopes on soils that erode easily. (Straight/Shippa) with high runoff 
potential. I would dispute map 3-4 that these soils have moderate erosion potential since most of them are on steep slopes.
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Response: Map 3.4 is the latest scientiÞ c information on soils in the Timbered Rock project area. This data was updated in 
2002 by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (previously the Soil Conservation Service). The referenced soils are 
classiÞ ed as extremely gravelly loams. Gravel on the surface would decrease erosion rates by protecting the soils beneath 
from impacts of rainfall.

Comment 531: Although the DEIS mentions that no BLM administered land is rated as severe erosion potential, it is not 
clear what the sensitivity is that distinguishes between high and severe erosion potentials. Is the BLM proposing salvage 
logging on high or moderate erosion potential lands? The soil erosion potential map indicates that a large amount of land 
within the Þ re perimeter does have severe erosion potential.

Response: Salvage will occur on soils with a moderate erosion potential. Map 3-4: Soil Erosion Potential shows no areas of 
severe erosion potential within the planning area. 

Comment 115: No mention is made in the DEIS of water barring that has occurred nor is any mention made of water barring 
skid trials in Alternative G (Preferred Alternative).

Response: Skid trails would be water-barred during the same operating season as constructed (see Section 2.3.1.3, PDF 
Number 4). 

Comment 238: The actual amount and effects of soil erosion are not disclosed just the relative erosion among the 
alternatives. (2-56)

Response: Post-Þ re Þ eld measurements showed during the Þ rst winter as much as 1.5 to 2.0 inches of surface erosion has 
occurred within areas of high burn severity. This is based on the presence of soil pedestals found in areas of Þ ne-grained 
soils. These structures resembling towers of soil capped by a small pebble form when raindrop impact mobilizes Þ ne-grained 
sediment except where a pebble on the surface protects the underlying soil from erosion. 

Comment 299: The ineffectiveness of mitigation intended to prevent soil erosion and sedimentation is not presented in an 
accurate, clear, complete, and unbiased manner.

Response: Medford District RMP (Appendix D. Best Management Practices P.151) states, �Best management practices 
(BMPs) are required by the Federal Clean Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987) to reduce nonpoint 
source pollution to the maximum extent practicable. BMPs are considered the primary mechanisms to achieve Oregon water 
quality standards.� The Project Design Features in this document are compilation of BMPs within the Medford District RMP 
and other commonly used PDFs designed to provide further protection from the potential small amounts of sedimentation 
which may be generated. �The BMPs in this document are a compilation of existing policies and guidelines and commonly 
employed practices designed to maintain or improve water quality. Objectives identiÞ ed in the BMP Appendix also include 
maintenance or improvement of soil productivity and Þ sh habitat since they are closely tied to water quality. Selection of 
appropriate BMPs will help meet Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives during management action implementation. 
Practices included in this Appendix supplement the Standards and Guidelines from the SEIS ROD and they should be used 
together.� The BLM has not overlooked sediment concerns, and has explained why it does not expect adverse cumulative 
effects to occur or to retard attainment of ACS objectives.

Comments 243 and 244: Page 3-83 makes an unsupported conclusion that no action and alternative G have the same 
consequences in terms of sediment. This ignores the fact that salvage, yarding, road construction and road use and other 
actions will disturb soil, move soil, and cause sedimentation and no action will not.

Response: The DEIS acknowledges salvage activities would result in some erosion and sedimentation. The PDFs and 
retention of Riparian Reserves are designed to minimize this potential. Page 3-83 refers to Section 3.5.3.1, Fisheries, 
Environmental Consequences, and the comment has been changed from �No sediment would reach the streams...� to 
�Negligible amount of sediment would reach the streams...�  

Comments 438 and 523: The BLM brieß y states that �Þ re management such as construction of Þ reline, temporary roads, 
and helipads and post-Þ re rehabilitation can have affects on erosion (Robichaud, Beyers, and Neary 2000).� But it does not 
appear that the BLM attempted to quantify or analyze these impacts.

Response: The effects of erosion can be found in the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects in Section 3.3.3.4, Soil Erosion, 
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Effects Common to all Alternatives, Cumulative Effects. The effects of sedimentation can be found in Section 3.4.3.1, Water 
Quality, Sediment, Salvage, Cumulative Effects. In the effects of Alternative C in this section, the third paragraph addresses 
this same study.

Comment 8: I found little, if any mention of soil erosion, and the impact of the proposed actions upon the colloidal clay 
deposits found in and around the Elk Creek watershed.

Response: Soil clays and soil organic matter are often called soil colloids because they have particle sizes that are within, 
or approach colloidal dimensions (0.1 to 0.001 microns). Virtually all soils in the planning area have clay as a component. 
SurÞ cial soils are those most likely to be disturbed. Of all soils in the planning area, Medco soils (124F, 125F, 126F) have the 
highest component of clay in the upper 7 inches (27 to 35 percent clay). Only one salvage unit was proposed on this soil, and 
it has been dropped. As a result of this comment, new information was added to FEIS Section 3.3.2.4, Soil Erosion, Pre-Fire.

Comment 44: Our recent measurements cannot deÞ nitively address this question, however, similar to work of Chou (1994), 
our visual assessments indicate there to be very little difference in surface erosion between salvaged sites and ones which 
were not salvaged. Again, similar to Chou (1994), it is our belief that any surface erosion resulting from salvage logging 
activities is likely to be overwhelmed by the sediment produced as a consequence of the Þ re itself. We have shown that after 
harvest operations on burned sites, with aggressive slash placement in skid trails, whip falling on the hillside and hay bale 
structures in key locations, mitigation can be accomplished.

Response: We agree with this comment. A similar discussion can be found in the FEIS in Section 3.3.3.4 (Soil). This study 
was also addressed in the third paragraph of Section 3.4.3.1 (Hydrology, Water Quality, Effects of Alternative C on Sediment, 
Salvage, Direct and Indirect Effects). 

Comment 64: The impacts of hydrophobic soil conditions might be increased surface runoff and consequently increased 
surface erosion and increased storm ß ows. As also discussed in the DEIS, mechanical breakup of the hydrophobic soil during 
salvage logging operations can signiÞ cantly reduce the areal extent of hydrophobic soils thus reducing the negative impacts 
on water quality and aquatic habitat.

Response: We agree with the comment. Both Poff (1987, 2002) and Beschta (1999) are referenced regarding the beneÞ ts of 
breaking up hydrophobic soils in Section 3.3.3.4 (Soil) of the FEIS.

Comment 133: However, the DEIS cites a study indicating timber harvesting and road building signiÞ cantly increase the 
occurrence of debris torrents in a mountainous watershed. When claiming that management efforts would not directly or 
indirectly affect the incidence of debris torrents, the BLM does not support the claim that salvage operations, including 
tractor yarding, helicopter yarding, and cable yarding, will not increase the rate of debris torrents with scientiÞ c data. 
Furthermore, the BLM admits that salvage activities will result in �severe [soil] disturbance.�

Response: Large-scale Þ res have essentially the same effects on the incidence of debris torrents as large-scale harvesting, 
primarily due to the loss of tree canopy (increased peak ß ows) and reduced root strength (increased incidence of mass 
wasting within the channels). �Torrents are initiated by �large increases of in-stream ß ows after a major rain event, a large-
scale Þ re � or a large scale clearcutting �� (see Section 3.3.3.2, Soil, Debris Torrents). The increased incidence of debris 
torrents as a result of the Burnt Peak Fire in 1987, when most of the debris torrents occurred, comprised 29 percent of all 
mass wasting incidents in the watershed (see Section 3.3.2.2, Soil, Debris Torrents). �The direct and indirect effects of Þ re-
killed tree removal (i.e. salvage) � are quantitatively indistinguishable from the direct and indirect effects of the No Action 
Alternative (i.e. no salvage). The incidence of debris torrents would be independent of the level of salvage harvest on BLM-
administered or privately held lands� (see Section 3.3.3.2, Soil, Debris Torrents). The salvage operations would not occur 
within the potential debris torrent channels, therefore, no effects of these operations can be reasonably expected.

Comment 188: Soil has already began to stabilize and collect behind down woody debris. Salvage will dislodge these soil 
accumulations and move them toward streams.

Response: All pre-Þ re existing down woody debris would remain. Wind-toppled and other fallen trees are not effective in 
reducing erosion from hillslopes. Even when properly placed on contour, research has shown that at the watershed scale, log-
erosion barriers may reduce sediment yield; however, irrespective of treatment, most sediment comes from channel erosion 
rather than hillslopes (Gartner, 2002). 
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Comment 42: Is the distribution of evenly distributed organic material coming from small trees a more viable solution than 
a couple of snags falling down each year and only covering up a very small portion of the site? Which one of these achieves 
the objective of �returning to desired conditions sooner�? If the soil scientists and biologists can not answer many of these 
questions, the prescriptions should be re-described.

Response: Discussion in Section 3.3.3.6 illustrates how salvage logging would add an immediate input of tops, limbs, and 
sawdust to the soil surface. This organic matter would lower sedimentation rates. Additionally, it would be a source of organic 
material available to soil organisms. 

Comment 152: The DEIS also notes that salvage operations on industrial forestland would have long-term, negative effects 
on the land but could be counterbalanced through the application of fertilizers. This statement also stands in direct opposition 
to available, alternative science unconsidered by the DEIS on this matter. The Beschta Report states, as a general rule, post-
Þ re application of fertilizers should be avoided due to prohibitive costs and unanticipated consequences.

Response: All references to fertilizer used on private lands have been dropped from the FEIS. However, it is common 
practice on industrial forests and it will likely be used on those lands in the future. BLM does not propose the use of 
fertilizers in this project area.

Comment 187: EIS page 3-38 fails to recognize that ripping of skid trails will damage symbiotic soil fungi and the roots of 
residual trees that are so important in this post-Þ re landscape.

Response: Based on this comment, the following has been added to Section 3.3.3.5. �Given time, these species would 
migrate into these sites from less severely burned areas, and from mycorrhizae inoculated trees planted under the ESRP.� In 
addition, PDF number 5 in Section 2.3.1.3 has been modiÞ ed to read, �Ripping of skid trails would occur in all tractor yarded 
salvage units during the same operational season they were constructed. No ripping would occur within 100' of any existing 
green tree greater than 7" DBH.�  

Comment 199: The EIS (3-229) makes a false statement that the proposed salvage will �protect long-term productivity.� 
Proposed activities, especially commercial log removal, will violate requirements to maintain long-term soil productivity. 
Soil compaction and erosion, loss of coarse woody debris, and erosion all adversely affect long-term productivity.

Response: Section 3.19.2, Relationship between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity, describes the balance 
between short-term uses and long-term productivity. This section provides the decision maker and members of the public a 
clear sense of what would be gained or lost in the short-term and long-term. As stated in the DEIS, �Short-term use of the 
land included day-to-day and even year-to-year activities that affect the landscape.� �Maintaining the productivity of the land 
is a complex, long-term objective. All action alternatives protect the long-term productivity of the project area through the 
use of speciÞ c standard and guidelines, mitigation measures and BMPs.� 

Comment 200: Two hundred and twenty acres of soil compaction in an LSR violates the Northwest Forest Plan requirement 
to maintain long-term site productivity. (2-56)

Response: This table was in error in the DEIS and has been corrected in the FEIS.

Comment 201: The EIS admits that the logging will adversely affect long-term soil productivity (p xix). This will have a 
direct negative effect on LSR development.

Response: The DEIS (page 3-44) states this would be a �...slight long-term negative impact to soil productivity that would 
begin to diminish as vegetation is reestablished.� It is not anticipated this would have any effect on LSR development.

Comment 240: Page 3-24 the EIS fails to recognize the long-term contribution of large CWD to site productivity and soil 
productivity.

Response: The role of CWD was presented in Sections 3.3.2.7 (Soil), 3.6.3 (Vegetation), 3.8.3.1 (Special Status Plants), and 
3.8.3.2. Additionally, Table 3.3-12 presents the estimated Organic Matter Distribution after implementation of alternatives.

Comment 423: Page 3-38 of the DEIS claims (without analysis or citation) that �tractor yarding would not compact any soils 
as all tractor lines would be ripped.� No compaction at all from tractor yarding? Please provide support for these surprising 
assertions that would seem to contradict the �maximum estimate� presented on 3-10.
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Response: This statement was deleted from the FEIS as it was correctly stated in a previous paragraph on the same page in 
Section 3.3.3.5. Compaction would be mitigated as most tractor lines would be ripped. 

Comments 289 and 288: BLM assumes that temporary and semi-permanent new roads will have no effect because they 
are temporary. BLM has shown no scientiÞ c evidence for this assumption. In fact, scientiÞ c research has shown exactly the 
opposite. �Effectiveness of road ripping in restoring, inÞ ltration capacity of forest roads.� Charles H. Luce, USDA Forest 
Service Intermountain Research Station, 1221 S. Main, Moscow, ID 83843. September 1996. Restoration Ecology, Vol. 5, 
No. 3. page 268. 

Response: From the conclusion of the above reference paper, �These Þ ndings suggest that ripping can be a reasonably 
effective step in the restoration process.� The fact that they are temporary is just one reason these roads will not have effects 
on water quality. Their locations on ridgetops away from streams and outside of Riparian Reserves are other reasons that 
water quality will be maintained. This has been added to Section 3.3.3.5

5.4.3.6 Hydrology

Comment 427: Clearcutting, road building and landing construction within the Transient Snow Zone (TSZ) have especially 
pronounced impacts on peak ß ows.

Response: Salvage logging would not affect canopy closure; the canopy has been burned by the Þ re and is no longer intact. 
Therefore, salvage logging would have no affect on rain-on-snow events. No permanent road building is proposed in the EIS. 
The amount of temporary road building and landing construction in the TSZ is very small and would not have a pronounced 
impact on peak ß ows at the watershed or subwatershed scales.

Comment 507: Sections 32S1W Sec 1, 11, 13, 23, 24, 27, 25 and 1E Sec 3, 7, 19 are in the TSZ (Transient Snow Zone). 
Management in these sections could exacerbate burn effects and contribute to the consequences of Rain on Snow events 
should they occur.

Response: This was not addressed in detail in the DEIS because there would not be a further reduction in canopy in the TSZ 
from salvage. An additional discussion was added to Section 3.4.3.2, Hydrology, Water Quantity, Streamß ow, Effects of 
Alternative G.

Comment 58: There is ample opportunity to cite the work of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality released the 
SufÞ ciency Analysis: A Statewide Evaluation of Forest Practices Act Effectiveness in Protecting Water Quality (ODEQ 2003) 
which concludes in large part that current Forest Practices Rules in Oregon are sufÞ cient to meet the Stateʼs water quality 
standards.

Response: The Oregon Forest Practices Act (OFPA) is applicable to private industrial timberlands but not to Federal lands 
managed under the Northwest Forest Plan (NFP). Guidelines under the NFP tend to be more stringent than those under the 
OFPA and would be even more sufÞ cient to meet the Stateʼs water quality standards. A citation of the SufÞ ciency Analysis 
was added to the EIS in the seventh paragraph of Section 3.4.3.1, Effects of Alternative A on Sediment, Cumulative Effects 
and the last paragraph of Section 3.4.3.1, Effects of Alternative A on Temperature, Cumulative Effects.

Comment 59: The SufÞ ciency Analysis does suggest changes to the current Forest Practices Rules may be necessary with 
regards to wet-weather hauling, riparian management requirements on certain stream types to meet certain water quality 
goals. Given this current research (2003 versus 1985) it is important to acknowledge that changes in forest management and 
forest practices rules have occurred and that many of the impacts discussed in previous research may not apply to current 
forest management impacts.

Response: This was addressed in Section 3.4.3.1, Water Quality, Effects of Alternative A on Temperature, Cumulative 
Effects, last paragraph. This section states, �Streamside buffers were established by the Oregon Forestry Practices Act 
(OFPA) for industrial forest lands and the Northwest Forest Plan (NFP) for Federal lands. These buffers have limited or 
eliminated harvest in the riparian zone and aid in the maintenance of stream shade and, therefore, maintain lower stream 
temperature.� 

Comment 353: The DEIS identiÞ es three streams within the Þ re perimeter that are 303(d) listed for temperature impairment, 
but may have overlooked a fourth stream, Flat Creek.
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Response: The Flat Creek referred to that is on the 303(d) list is in the Upper Rogue 5th Þ eld, not the Elk Creek 5th Þ eld, 
although both Flat Creeks lie within the Upper Rogue 4th Þ eld. This was stated in a response to the EPA internal comments. 
The Flat Creek on the 303(d) list has LLID of 1224617429114 (Lat 42.9114 Long -122.4617) and the Flat Creek in Elk Creek 
has an approximate LLID of 1127041427563 (Lat 42.7563 Long -112.7041). These are two different streams. 

Comments 428 and 429:  It is not reasonable to assume that undisturbed Riparian Reserves would buffer streams from soil 
erosion and sediment delivery. The BLM has not fully analyzed the existing condition of reserves and private land hydrologic 
conditions and their location is never disclosed to the public in the EA. Most reserves and stream courses on private land are 
degraded from past disturbances.

Response: The BLM disagrees. It is reasonable to assume that undisturbed Riparian Reserves would buffer streams from 
soil erosion and sediment delivery (see pages 22 and 26 in the Medford District RMP, Riparian Reserve objectives and 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives). �The Aquatic Conservation Strategy is designed to meet the following objectives: 
Maintain and restore the sediment regime under which aquatic ecosystems evolved. Elements of the sediment regime include 
the timing, volume, rate, and character of sediment input, storage, and transport.� The Riparian Reserves within the Þ re 
have been disturbed and Section 3.4.2.1, Hydrology, Affected Environment addresses these conditions. Figure 3.4-3 shows 
the burn severity of Riparian Reserves. Riparian Reserves are discussed under sediment and temperature directly and any 
discussion on stream channels is part of the Riparian Reserve. The functioning condition of streams was added to the FEIS 
in Section 3.4.2.1, Affected Environment, Post-Fire, Channel Morphology. A map showing the Riparian Reserves, proposed 
riparian restoration projects, and the three research salvage units that contain 11 acres of Riparian Reserves was also added 
to the Final FEIS (see Map 3-6). Private land hydrologic conditions were discussed throughout the Hydrology Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences discussions in the EIS.

Comments 16, 312, 420, 421, and 466: The Medford RMP concluded that much of this watershed have been so heavily 
impacted during the 1990s that logging in the area should be deferred to allow recovery from the cumulative impacts of such 
past activities. The Timbered Rock/Elk Creek DEIS does not adequately address either of these issues in the cumulative 
effects analysis that is offered. Proposed green tree and salvage logging within these deferred watersheds will add even 
further to the high cumulative impacts.

Response: Section 1.2.1 states, �This deferral was based on equivalent clearcut acres, compacted acres, openings in the 
transient snow zone, and road density.� One of the objectives of the deferral was to delay silvicultural treatments on BLM-
administered lands until vegetation had recovered to reduce cumulative effects to acceptable levels. However, the Timbered 
Rock Fire reset the vegetative state on most of the acreage within these drainages back to zero. Removing dead trees would 
not increase the cumulative effects with respect to streamß ow because these dead trees are no longer using water through 
transpiration. The trees in high and moderate burn severities have also lost their canopy from the Þ re. This is especially 
critical inside the TSZ where large openings can increase the magnitude of ROS events. Removing trees that no longer have 
canopy would not increase the amount of openings in the canopy. Furthermore, the deferral (USDI 1995, 42) does provide  
�Activities of a limited nature (e.g., riparian, Þ sh or wildlife enhancements, salvage, etc.) could be permitted...�  Finally, 
the deferrals for watershed monitoring remain in place as they were outside the Þ re perimeter. DEIS page 3-72, Effects of 
Alternative G, Cumulative Effects states, �Additional changes in streamß ow as a result of this alternative would not be 
measurable, especially when compared to the potential increase in streamß ow as a result of the Þ re.� No green tree harvesting 
is proposed in the deferred watersheds.

Comment 209: The DEIS analysis inappropriately relies on the Þ ltering effect of riparian buffers (3-34, 3-75, 3-83) that are 
up to 80% burned (3-50, 3-119) and will very likely NOT Þ lter sediment to the degree found in studies involving unburned 
riparian buffers (3-58). To be effective, riparian buffers need healthy vegetation, coarse woody debris, and adequate cover of 
litter and duff, all of which have been signiÞ cantly reduced by the Þ re.
 
Response: Timbered Rock hydrologist and soil scientist visited the Quartz Fire, which has now had two winters to heal. 
Riparian vegetation (grass, forbs, brush, and hardwoods) is being reestablished and is functioning. Similar riparian vegetation 
growth is occurring in the Timbered Rock project area. If salvaging occurs on Timbered Rock, it will occur with partially re-
vegetated riparian buffers. This new information was added to Section 3.3.3.4.

Comment 210: Channel morphology and LARGE WOODY DEBRIS recruitment will be adversely affected by 14 acres of 
logging in Riparian Reserves (3-66, 3-69),
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Response: It is now 11 acres and is addressed in Section 3.4.3.1, Hydrology, Water Quality, Effects of Alternative G on 
Channel Morphology and Effects of Alternative G on LWD, Cumulative Effects, �Channel morphology would not change 
as a result of the salvage portion of the alternative due to the presence of Riparian Reserves. Channel morphology would 
be improved by adding rock weirs and logs to streams and providing structure to areas currently lacking structure.� These 
sections were updated to include a discussion based on information obtained from stream surveys completed in 2003. These 
surveys concluded that stream channels in the reserves to be entered had sufÞ cient structure to dissipate stream energy and 
therefore would not have negative effects on channel morphology. 

Comment 273: Salvage logging will adversely affect the ability of the land to absorb, store and release high quality water 
and the NEPA analysis fails to address these concerns.

Response: The trees that would be salvaged would not affect the amount of water available for runoff because the trees are 
dead and are no longer transpiring. 

Comment 274: The agencyʼs snag retention guidelines are based on wildlife needs, but fail to consider or analyze the need to 
large snags and large down logs for soil, water storage, nutrient storage, or other purposes.

Response: Riparian Reserves are the method for maintaining large snags and large down logs for soil, water storage, nutrient 
storage, or other purposes. Riparian Reserves are one of the components of the ACS, which is designed to meet many 
objectives, including �Maintain and restore the species composition and structural diversity of plant communities in riparian 
areas and wetlands to provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation, nutrient Þ ltering, appropriate rates of surface 
erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration, and to supply amounts and distributions of coarse woody debris sufÞ cient to 
sustain physical complexity and stability.�

Comment 354: The subsequent impacts on water temperature from salvage and/or research on federal and non-federal lands 
in these drainages should be fully discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Response: The impacts on water temperature from salvage and/or research were discussed in Section 3.4.3.1, Hydrology, 
Water Quality, Temperature.

Comment 359: This study [Oregon Department of Forestry and Department of Environmental Quality SufÞ ciency Analysis: 
A Statewide Evaluation of FPA Effectiveness in Protecting Water Quality} concludes that even with Oregon Forest Practices 
and Best Management Practices (BMPs), there are temperature water quality impacts due to forest management activities.

Response: The Þ re has reduced the canopy on stream channels and will increase the amount of solar radiation reaching 
the stream. This will likely increase the stream temperatures in the watershed as stated in the EIS in Section 3.4.2.1, Water 
Quality, Affected Environment and Section 3.4.3.1 Water Quality, Environmental Effects. A discussion has been added to the 
EIS in the last paragraph under Section 3.4.3.1, Water Quality, Effects of Alternative A on Temperature, Cumulative Effects 
to better address the cumulative effects on stream temperature from salvage logging on private lands.

Comment 436: The BLM does know that it is proposing 955 acres of roadside highgrade salvage with ground based yarding 
systems that �would create a mechanism for sediment delivery by directly connecting the disturbed area to roadside ditches, 
many of which are hydrologically connected.� (DEIS 3-58) Does the BLM believe that this yarding will maintain or achieve 
the objectives of the ACS? How much of this yarding is proposed in �deferred watersheds� within the LSR?

Response: This was discussed in the sixth paragraph of Section 3.4.3.1, Water Quality, �The effects related to roadside � 
Because of these conditions and PDFs to water bar corridors after use, these acres would not deliver sediment to streams.� 
Appendix D of the Medford District RMP states, �Best management practices (BMPs) are required by the Federal Clean 
Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987) to reduce nonpoint source pollution to the maximum extent 
practicable. BMPs are considered the primary mechanisms to achieve Oregon water quality standards.� �The BMPs in this 
document are a compilation of existing policies and guidelines and commonly employed practices designed to maintain 
or improve water quality. Objectives identiÞ ed in the BMP Appendix also include maintenance or improvement of soil 
productivity and Þ sh habitat since they are closely tied to water quality. Selection of appropriate BMPs will help meet 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives during management action implementation. Practices included in this Appendix 
supplement the Standards and Guidelines from the SEIS ROD and they should be used together� (USDI 1995, 151). 
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Comment 437: The proposed area salvage logging, science research salvage logging and roadside salvage logging will 
contribute to the ongoing �chronic lack of large woody debris (LWD)� that is noted on page 3-49.

Response: The proposed area salvage logging and roadside salvage logging would not contribute to the ongoing �chronic 
lack of large woody debris (LWD)� that is noted in the EIS because these projects would implement full Riparian Reserves. 
The science research salvage logging would also implement Riparian Reserves on all but approximately 11 acres on 
intermittent streams where LWD recruitment levels would be affected locally, but not at a drainage, subwatershed, or 
watershed level.

Comment 442: The DEIS itself states that there is a high risk of cumulative impacts to the watershed, even without the large 
scale proposed project. Therefore the Project should be withdrawn until data is available that shows this project will not 
further degrade the water quality in the planning area (40 CFR 1500.1(b); 36 CFR 219.14(2)).

Response: Water quality is expected to improve in the long-term. Section 3.4.3.1, Water Quality states, �Since roads are the 
greatest concern related to sediment delivery in forested watersheds, the reduction of sediment would be a positive long-term 
cumulative effect to improve water quality in the watershed.�

Comment 522: The DEIS does not make adequate mention of the Clean Water Act or the TMDL program, although Elk 
Creek is listed as impaired for temperature and dissolved oxygen on Oregonʼs 303(d) list.

Response: This is discussed in the Hydrology Section 3.4.2.1, Water Quality, Temperature. A Water Quality Restoration Plan 
(WQRP) was developed for the Elk Creek Watershed and is included in Appendix I, Hydrology.

Comments 137, 138, and 209: Yet the BLM fails to provide any concrete analysis of whether the proposed project will cause 
the streams to reach critical thresholds of sedimentation endangering water quality and temperature and the DEIS analysis 
inappropriately relies on the Þ ltering effect of riparian buffers.

Response: The Elk Creek Watershed Analysis states, �While extensive logging, ranching, and other land uses have affected 
stream temperatures, they have not had much effect on turbidity in the streams� (USDA and USDI 1996, II-19). The greatest 
input of sediment will come from the Þ re itself with the largest amount occurring the Þ rst winter. The winter of 2003/2004 
will be the second wet season the watershed is facing after the Þ re. Much of the area is recovering naturally and with erosion 
control projects completed under the ESRP. This has reduced the amount of erosion and subsequent sedimentation. Salvage 
logging would occur after two winters and much of the erosion has been reduced. Vegetation is recovering in Riparian 
Reserves and will act as Þ lters, if any sediment moves off-site as a result of salvage. The amount of sediment delivered would 
be overwhelmed by that of the Þ re. 

It is expected that a long-term reduction in sediment will come from the restoration projects. The Timbered Rock hydrologist 
and soil scientist visited the Quartz Fire which has now had two winters to heal. Riparian vegetation (grass, forbs, brush, 
and hardwoods) has been reestablished and is in a recovering condition. Similar riparian vegetation growth is occurring on 
the Timbered Rock project area. If salvaging occurs on Timbered Rock, it will occur with vegetated riparian buffers. This 
information was added to Section 3.3.3.4. 

Comment 9: You need to address soil stability, soil types, and areas where disturbance will affect the water quality of stored 
and free ß owing water, and its impact on the Rogue River Þ shery.

Response: There is not a reservoir for stored water in the Elk Creek Watershed and, therefore, there would not be any effect 
to water quality of stored water. Soil erosion from the Þ re will overwhelm any erosion created from salvage. Elk Creek has 
begun to recover and much of the erosion took place last year, with less expected this winter. This decrease in erosion will 
continue as vegetation recovers and stabilizes soil, until reaching pre-Þ re erosion levels. Much of the sediment created from 
erosion has washed out of Elk Creek due to the large amount of bedrock in stream channels causing high shear stresses and 
forcing sediment out of the watershed. The analysis area for Þ sheries is the Elk Creek Watershed. The effect on Rogue River 
Þ sheries is anticipated to be negligible.

Comment 527: Indirect effects of the Timbered Rock Þ re, not mentioned in the DEIS, will continue to exacerbate 
temperature and dissolved oxygen impairments within Elk Creek. Accelerated erosion rates can be expected from bare, 
exposed ground in areas burned by the Þ re. Increased erosion and sediment delivery to Elk Creek could lead to channel 
aggradation and channel widening within certain reaches of the stream.
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Response: The majority of sediment reaching the channels consists of particles less than 2 mm in size, much of it in the 
clay-sized fraction that will stay in suspension (Boise 1999, E-3). While extensive logging, ranching, and other land uses 
have affected stream temperatures, they have not had much effect on turbidity in the streams (USDA and USDI 1996, II-19). 
It is unlikely that material of sand and clay size would lead to aggrading streambeds as this material would be ß ushed from 
the system during ß oods and other high ß ow events. These effects were mentioned in the DEIS under Section 3.4.2.1, Water 
Quality.

Comment 145: Throughout the DEIS the BLM makes signiÞ cant scientiÞ c determinations without providing any reference 
or scientiÞ c basis upon which these determinations are being made. On DEIS 3-62 the BLM concludes that long-term 
intermittent streams would have some ß ow during part of the summer, but would not contribute enough to have affects on 
larger streams or contribute to additional increases in temperature. The BLM does not explain how it reached this conclusion, 
nor the science on which it based this conclusion on.

Response: Intermittent streams are not subject to heating from the sun during the hottest part of the year, because, by 
deÞ nition, intermittent streams are only ß owing during part of the year. Not enough water was present in the beginning of the 
summer to monitor temperature. Because the streams are not ß owing during the hot summer months, they would not have 
any affect on downstream water temperature, even with decreased evapotranspiration.

Comments 425 and 426: Page 3-28 of the DEIS indicates that �[r]oad building in steep mountainous terrain has been long 
recognized as the single greatest cause of soil mass movement. (Swanston 1970). The increased rates of failure were assessed 
at 25 to 400 times the rate of failure for undisturbed terrain (Siddle, et al. 1985).� Yet neither of these reports is actually 
listed in the bibliography of the DEIS. We assume that the reports may indicate that the proposed new �temporary� road 
construction activities (proposed on burned soils) will have similar impacts. Even if the impacts are less than expected, the 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives of the NFP will clearly be inhibited by the proposed road construction and yarding 
activities.

Response: These references, along with other relating to mass wasting, were inadvertently omitted from the DEIS, but 
have been included in the FEIS. These roads are located along geologically-stable ridge tops, with distances to the nearest 
intermittent streams ranging between 300 and 900' (see Map 2-6 f). No erosion or mass wasting from these spur roads 
is anticipated. The Environmental Consequences have been revised to speciÞ cally address the objectives in the Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy. Sediment resulting from the proposed actions is addressed in Section 3.4.3.1. 

Comment 523: The document failed to discuss the quantitative or qualitative effects of the various alternative proposals on 
erosion rates and sediment yields to the watershedʼs streams and creeks.

Response: This is discussed in Section 3.4.3.1, Water Quality, Sediment, Cumulative Effects on Water Quality. The effects of 
the Þ re would increase the sediment yield the greatest in the short-term (1-3 years), by increasing runoff and erosion.

Comment 506: A contradiction exists with regard to peak ß ows in research done by Boise (1999). It would seem that dense 
stands can decrease the difference between peak and low ß ows because of the water holding capacity of a wooded landscape.

Response: The statement �Bitter Lick Creek sub-basin has the highest potential for increases in peak ß ows since the area 
has not been harvested and Þ re suppression has increased stand densities� appears to be where the confusion is coming from. 
The statement that preceded this was �The subwatersheds peak ß ows determined to be the most responsive to changes in 
canopy cover are mostly located outside the Timbered Rock Fire perimeter.� This was used to explain that although changes 
from historic to current conditions are small, there are some differences between subwatersheds, with Bitter Lick having 
the greatest potential for change if canopy was removed during a catastrophic event or from management activities. This 
statement was not inferring that subwatersheds with dense stands have higher peak ß ows, but rather these subwatersheds are 
at a greater risk for changes in peak ß ows if canopy is removed. 

Comment 503: Reconsider the volume of planned riparian thinning. Leave as much standing vegetation as possible. Shade 
effects water temperature

Response: A 30-foot no-cut buffer would be left to protect stream shade. Trees felled would be left on-site unless fuel loading 
was too high, then trees would be girdled to remain as snags for future coarse wood recruitment. This project is intended to 
meet ACS objectives by restoring large conifers within Riparian Reserves. 
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Comment 532: The BLM should take advantage and make use of available sediment transport mathematical models to aid 
in the management and selection of lands for salvage logging. These models could be used to quantify and compare erosion 
rates and potential for sediment delivery to streams for the various alternatives.

Response: The WEPP X-drain model was used to estimate sediment delivery from roads to streams and the percent reduction 
by reducing cross-drain spacing and included as part of the Administrative Record. The Disturbed WEPP model was used 
to assess impacts from Þ re on erosion and sedimentation and the effectiveness of stream buffers. We are not aware of any 
models available that would accurately and efÞ ciently measure sediment transport at a watershed scale.

5.4.3.7 Fisheries

Comment 332: Citations from published literature in the DEIS appear to have been selectively used to support the beneÞ cial 
effects of stream enhancement projects, Þ re, logging, and roads to Þ sh, thus biasing the impact assessment by failing to 
adequately disclose negative impacts.

Response: An extensive discussion, with literature citations, about adverse and beneÞ cial effects is in Section 3.5, Fisheries.

Comment 338: The DEIS (p. 3-86) falsely states that the no action alternative �[t]here is no long-term beneÞ t for trout or 
federally-listed threatened coho salmon because of the lost opportunity for road work�� Removal (decommissioning) of 
high risk roads is a proven technique for reducing sediment impacts to Þ sh and is practiced widely by BLM and others.

Response: The discussion on page 3-86 of the DEIS referenced in the comment describes the lost opportunity projects such 
as road improvements, habitat enhancement, culvert improvement, or riparian thinning, which beneÞ t Þ sh. Improving road 
conditions, and reducing erosion and decommissioning of roads, is part of this project, yet would not occur in Alternative 
A. Magnitude, time period, and sediment type involved with an expected sediment delivery is explained in Section 3.4, 
Hydrology, and Section 3.3, Soil. These factors are considered in Section 3.5, Fisheries. 

Comments 57 and 56: It is important to recognize past impacts due to poor management practices, however, it is equally 
important to indicate that changes in current forest management practices have largely minimized these same impacts, such 
that it is possible to both harvest timber and supply high quality Þ sh habitat and water quality.

Response: The EIS is assessing impacts of past forest management practices because many of the activities addressed 
occurred at the time these past standards were in place. Timber harvesting in the watershed on BLM lands has been minimal 
in the past decade. Past harvesting on BLM occurred prior to implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan and many of 
the practices implemented would not be implemented under the current plan. As noted in Section 3.3.2.3, most of the road 
building impacts are based on roads built between 1970 and 1990 with lower engineering standards compared to current 
standards. Over the years, management practices on private land harvesting has changed due to changes in the Oregon Forest 
Practices Act. The EIS presumes private land activities comply with the standards established in the OFPA at the time of 
the activity. Cumulative effects analysis assesses the impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see 
Table 2-3 for a summary of cumulative effects analysis).

Comment 147: On DEIS 3-88 the BLM states �Populations [Þ sh] typically rebound in the short term from chronic and 
episodic disturbances. These are just a few examples of the lack of scientiÞ c support and analysis throughout the EIS. The 
BLM does not explain how it reached this conclusion and provides no scientiÞ c basis for this determination.

Response: Effects Common to all Alternatives, Section 3.5.3.1, did provide for scientiÞ c support. �Fish populations start to 
recover within the Þ rst year of a Þ re disturbance� (Dunham, et al. in press, 8-20). 

Comment 148: These omissions are too numerous to cite, and can be found in every section of the DEIS. As it stands, 
because of lack of scientiÞ c support and analysis the DEIS is fatally ß awed, and is not likely to withstand either scientiÞ c or 
judicial scrutiny.

Response: The scientiÞ c support and analysis used are referenced throughout the document. The bibliography provides a list 
of these references. The FEIS has been updated with additional references used.

Comment 208: The EIS says that Þ sh populations are adaptive and resilient (3-78) but fails to consider that the existing 
highly degraded condition of aquatic habitat due to Þ re, roads, and past logging does not allow Þ sh to fully realize its 
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adaptive capabilities. The Elk Creek Watershed Analysis page IV-2 indicates that human activities have reduced the amount 
of high quality habitat and reduced Þ sh survival rates.

Response: Fish populations are adaptive and resilient notwithstanding poor habitat conditions, especially for salmonids. 
The DEIS Section 3.5.2 describes the pre-Þ re conditions, past land management in the watershed, and the persistence 
and resilience of the Þ sh populations to reproduce. The DEIS recognizes the good connectivity which allows for Þ sh 
populations to emigrate and immigrate the Þ re area which demonstrates salmonids adaptive capabilities. Fish populations 
have maintained a viable population regardless of habitat degradation prior to 1990. See Appendix J, Table J-1 for population 
trends in Elk Creek since 1992.

Comment 212: The EIS uses an inappropriate baseline to describe the effects on Þ sh populations. The EIS describes the 
effects on Þ sh within the context of the �historic range of variability� rather than with reference to the no action alternative 
(3-85). The relevant question is not whether Þ sh will be �maintained� within the HRV, but whether Þ sh are likely to be 
adversely affected by salvage compared to the no action alternative. The EIS must reanalyze effects to Þ sh.

Response: The effects of the alternatives compared to the No Action Alternative, is displayed in Table 2.2. Figure 3.5-
2 displays effects of the Þ re as well as the alternatives on Þ sh populations within the range of natural variability. The 
description of adverse effects to Þ sh and populations are explained in Section 3.5.3.

Comment 328: The DEIS (3-93) fails to disclose the magnitude of decreases that would result in a �remnant level.� Once 
reduced to a �remnant level� some stream populations could be extirpated for decades.

Response: The level of a population between near optimum and near remnant varies at any point in time. The magnitude of 
impacts would also vary within these limits. The levels of impact according to different levels of road and harvest activities 
are discussed in Section 3.5.3, Environmental Consequences. Extirpation within this watershed is not anticipated. Not all 
stream segments in all streams are at or near a remnant level. Some stream segments are moderate to high in Þ sh production. 
This is explained in Section 3.5.3, Fish Populations, and impacts vary within the range of natural variability. Fish have the 
capability to move throughout most of the watershed and reproduce.

Comment 335: The DEIS (p. 3-83) falsely states and without site speciÞ c supporting data that �[t]rout and salmon survival 
and production would remain unchanged and within the range of natural variability in the watershed� because of riparian 
buffers on public lands.

Response: Page 3-83 of the DEIS provides scientiÞ c research supporting �Trout and Salmon survival and production would 
remain unchanged and within the range of natural variability in the watershed� (Hartman and Scrivener 1990, 1; Hall and 
Lantz 1969, 355).

Comment 341: Figure 3.5-2 (p. 3-85) and Table 2-2 (p. 59) are not useful for decision-making because they do not sharply 
show possible differences in sediment impacts to Þ sh. Instead the DEIS falsely assumes that sediment impacts would be the 
same for all alternatives.

Response: Page 2-59 of the DEIS is a summary of the effects compared to all alternatives. Figure 3.5-2 displays effects of 
the Þ re as well as the alternatives on Þ sh populations within the range of natural variability. This table and Þ gure are useful 
for the decisionmaker.

Comments 324, 325, 326, 331, 333, and 342: The DEIS fails to adequately disclose that debris torrents (primarily from 
roads) will kill Þ sh and damage Þ sh habitat. Due to intensive salvage logging and high road densities on private lands, debris 
torrents would have longer runouts and lack large wood, both of these factors would intensify adverse impacts. Sediment 
(primarily from mass wasting of road) is likely to adversely affect coho salmon through decreased egg-to-fry survival, 
reduced rearing area, increased stream temperatures, decreased food, and adult migration barriers. In determining impacts to 
Þ sh the DEIS failed to consider the magnitude of expected sediment increases, season and time period of delivery, and type 
of sediment delivery. Failure to adequately disclose Þ sh impacts from debris ß ows (torrents) is a violation of NEPA. A federal 
court enjoined virtually all timber sales in the Siuslaw Forestʼs Mapleton District (National Wildlife Federation v. US Forest 
Service, 592F. Supp. 931 (D. Or. 1984))

Response: Episodic erosion includes debris torrents and landslides. These discussions are in Section 3.5.2.2 and 3.5.3 which 
reference the similar effects found in chronic erosion conditions. We concur; debris torrents and landslides can kill Þ sh 
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eggs and developing alevins and this was added to the text. Debris torrents and landslides do not always block Þ sh passage. 
Debris torrents and landslides have adverse and beneÞ cial effects to Þ sh. The major variable is the timing. Adverse effects 
can directly kill Þ sh eggs, yet within a year the effects from a debris torrent or landslide could have produced more complex 
habitat and a beneÞ cial effect. Effects of sediment are discussed throughout the Section 3.5, Fisheries, and especially in 
the Environmental Consequences Section 3.5.3. There is also a likelihood of the effect remaining in the range of natural 
variability. Fish populations can be reduced yet not have a substantial or signiÞ cant reduction in abundance from sediment or 
ß ow levels which may occur higher than naturally. 

Some segments of streams in the Timbered Rock project area produce good numbers of juvenile coho. Yet, most of the 
streams are low to moderate producers of coho salmon. The basic premise for Þ sh population survival and production relies 
in the fact there is connectivity between drainages, which is the case in the Elk Creek Watershed. Forest practices in the Elk 
Creek Watershed have been conservative for two decades and produced a viable population of salmon and trout.

Comments 334 and 336: The DEIS (p. 3-84) admits that high levels of sediment from natural surface roads or stream banks 
erosion can potentially limit insect production and suffocate Þ sh� but then falsely states that �[d]irect mortality to eggs from 
sediment is highly uncertainʼ�

Response: This statement in the DEIS is a mistake and will be taken out. Large enough quantities of sediment to cause 
signiÞ cant effects to the populations are not anticipated. Fine sediment in large enough quantities could have an effect on Þ sh 
abundance. Fish populations can be reduced in some areas from catastrophic or non-catastrophic sediment effects, but still 
be abundant enough in areas to reproduce and contribute to the population. Forest practices have improved in the past two 
decades on Federal lands. What we do know is Þ sh populations have persisted during the past decades in this watershed with 
varying, higher than natural ß ow and sediment levels, at different time periods. Populations have persisted in the range of 
natural variability and outside this range, over the long-term (Dunham,  et al. in press; Everest 1987).

Comment 339 and 327: The DEIS (p. 3-93 and elsewhere) falsely states that �[Þ sh] populations typically rebound in the 
short-term from chronic and episodic [erosion] disturbances� and falsely claim without supporting data that �forest practices 
are a small cause of Þ sh mortality compared to irrigation withdrawals (p. 3-84). Brown et al. 1994 found that numerous 
coho populations in northern California had been extirpated. Logging was identiÞ ed as a leading cause. Frissell (1993:342) 
identiÞ ed watershed and regional extirpations of native Þ shes in the PaciÞ c Northwest and California: �The simultaneous 
decline of numerous taxa in basins not afß icted with dams or diversions suggest that cumulative damage to aquatic habitat 
caused by logging, grazing, urbanization and other land uses play a major role in icthyofaunal declines...�

Response: The referenced literature (Brown et al. 1994; Frissell 1993) is a more global or regional purview of the decline of 
coho salmon in the PaciÞ c Northwest and California. This generalized article is misused and misleads when applied to a site 
speciÞ c situation such as the Timbered Rock DEIS. The referenced articles discuss the long term effects to Þ sh populations 
based on widespread management practices used prior to 1990, which is not the case today. The referenced articles are 
not speciÞ c to the Rogue River but to California streams. The mention of coho extirpated in Northern California is invalid 
since they are not extirpated in Southern Oregon. The Aquatic Conservation Strategy, road improvements and restoration 
actions help prevent impacts to Þ sh. The discussion of population rebounds is throughout the Fisheries Section of the DEIS. 
Accompanying references are included in comment 147.

Comment 340: The DEIS (p. 3-93) falsely states that �[t]rout and salmon population trends would greatly increase in 
Alternative G� from restoration work in Riparian Reserves. Cutting down green trees from Riparian Reserves and pulling 
them into streams (p. 3-93) is not likely to increase Þ sh populations because this woody material would be unstable and not 
likely to persist because of small size. A large pulse of green vegetation placed into low ß ow channels could be harmful by 
increasing oxygen demand for temperature stressed Þ sh.

Response: Page 2-8 of the DEIS provides a description of Þ sh habitat improvement projects. Two separate projects place 
wood in the streams. �Large wood (20-24" DBH) would be place almost parallel to the streambank for adult holding cover. 
Log placement would vary from 15 logs per miles to 25 logs per mile.� These are not green trees, but Þ re-killed trees. In 
addition to the logs placed in the stream, in areas where Riparian Reserves were identiÞ ed for thinning, some of the smaller 
diameter trees that would be cut would also be added to the stream. It is very beneÞ cial to add smaller wood combined with 
larger wood to provide complex habitat (see Appendix E). The large wood provides the stability needed when small wood is 
added naturally. This practice would encourage spawning gravels to accumulate and pools to form for Þ sh rearing. Oxygen 
demand from placing wood in streams is not a major concern in a free-ß owing stream.
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Comments 329 and 330: The DEIS failed to disclose that increased rates of debris torrents may cause Þ sh passage blockages 
that would be long-term and failed to disclose that debris torrents can topple riparian vegetation and scour streams to bedrock 
both of which will increase stream temperatures..

Response: Debris torrents occur in steep gradients generally over 35 percent slopes. Water in streams with steep gradients 
has a very short retention time and therefore the time of concentration is short. This means that exposure to solar radiation is 
short and would not cause an increase in stream temperature. Streams in gradients this steep are mostly intermittent and are 
not ß owing during peak summer heating. After a debris ß ow, much of the canopy of the stream remains and it is not common 
for a large swath of vegetation to be entirely removed but rather a narrow strip down the channel. The debris ß ow that was 
identiÞ ed after the Þ re retained some canopy, especially large trees. The channel was extremely steep and although many 
springs had emerged along the channel, the retention time for water was short and would not result in downstream heating. 
The low amount of ß ow would not be expected to affect downstream perennial reaches that have much larger average annual 
ß ows. We concur; debris torrents and landslides can kill Þ sh eggs and developing alevins and this was added to the text. 
Debris torrents and landslides do not always block Þ sh passage. Debris torrents and landslides have adverse and beneÞ cial 
effects to Þ sh. The major variable is the timing. Adverse effects can directly kill Þ sh eggs, yet within a year the effects from a 
debris torrent or landslide could have produced more complex habitat and a beneÞ cial effect.

Comment 61: The DEIS appears to attribute the presence of bedrock channels to harvest activities rather than the ß ood 
of 1964. The harvest activities, as well as other anthropogenic effects, may have exacerbated the effects of this ß ood but I 
believe it is incorrect to imply that the presence of bedrock channels is a direct result of harvest activities. Furthermore, I 
believe it is inaccurate to state that the �bedrock channels have not yet recovered from these disturbances� (i.e. harvest of 
riparian areas and yarding in stream channels). Again, these disturbances certainly impacted the stream channels but I do not 
believe it is clear what the recovered channel would look like given the huge impact of the 1964 ß ood.

Response: The 1964 ß ood was addressed in Section 3.4.3.1, Large Woody Debris (LWD), Effects of Alternative A on LWD, 
�Past removal of LWD from streams, riparian harvest, riparian yarding, and the 1964 ß ood resulted in low levels of LWD 
throughout the watershed.� The effects of the 1964 ß ood were added to Section 3.4.3.1, Hydrology, Temperature and Channel 
Morphology. This is a valid point. Bedrock channels are a result of past natural catastrophic and human-caused events. Both 
types of events can linger for decades. The main point is Þ sh populations have persisted during these times in this watershed 
notwithstanding adverse effects. Good connectivity of populations is a critical issue and a beneÞ t to Þ sh in this watershed.

Comment 300: The DEIS fails to explain how the �historic range of variability� of Þ sh populations can be used to determine 
whether the proposed action is likely to adversely affect Þ sh and why the short-term increase in sediment is not a problem for 
sediment sensitive Þ sh species with currently degraded habitat, currently depressed populations, and short life-cycles.

Response: The effects of sediment are extensively described in Section, 3.5, Fisheries. There are no anticipated excessive 
sediment levels which would critically affect Þ sh. The quantities of sediment observed over past decades have not been 
limiting because of the continued reproducible populations. Forest management practices have changed dramatically since 
the 1960s and 1970s. If those practices prevailed today, there may be a concern. The extent of those practices have not 
been seen in almost two decades and Þ sh populations are still reproducing in these streams. There is no known population 
extirpation, notwithstanding the decades past management practices. Population connectivity is good throughout the Elk 
Creek Watershed which results in a good likelihood of population reproductive success.

Comment 500: �Salvage and other harvest have a negligible to nil effect on Þ sh populations when Riparian Reserves 
remain.� This is a strong case for not cutting much in the Riparian Reserves. It must also be balanced with the need for LWD 
and rebuilding habitat complexity.

Response: There is no salvage planned for Riparian Reserves under the Preferred Alternative with the exception of 11 acres 
in the research portion of this alternative. The Riparian Reserve Thinning restoration projects are designed to accelerate the 
development of late-successional habitat and large conifers for future LWD. There is no commercial wood removal planned 
from the riparian restoration projects, and there is a �no treatment buffer� of 50' on Þ sh-bearing streams and 30' on all others.

Comments 207 and 213: Fires are a primary mechanism of large wood recruitment to streams (3-79). Removal of large 
quantities of large wood will limit recruitment of large woody to streams that are already severely degraded in terms of 
large wood and the aquatic habitat complexity it provides, (3-49, 3-68) If the large trees are retained they may some day be 
delivered to streams via landslides, but if the large snags are removed they will never reach streams.
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Response: Riparian Reserves were designed to supply LWD to streams over time. The delivery of large wood to streams 
was addressed in Section 3.4.3.1 Water Quality/Large Woody Debris Under the proposed Preferred Alternative, the stream 
buffer zones are excluded from salvage of dead trees, which will be available as coarse woody debris (CWD) in the streams. 
In addition, risk analysis of mass wasting identiÞ ed 92 acres of BLM land with high-risk landslide potential (see Map 3-2 and 
3.3.3.1 Mass Wasting - Uplands). Of the 92 high-risk acres approximately 7 acres have a realistic potential for delivery of 
CWD to the streams via landslides, i.e. they are within 400 feet of streams. Approximately 4 of these acres would be salvaged 
in Alternative G. There is no removal of trees within the Riparian Reserves, except for the 11 acres that are included in the 
research units. ScientiÞ c literature (Minshall, et al. 1989, p.111-199) indicates large wood will not reach streams from the 
small tributaries unless there is a landslide. Large wood from a landslide would provide Þ sh habitat complexity. 

Comments 467, 491, and 501: The extensive herbicide use by industrial foresters could also be harmful to Þ sh and 
populations must be monitored for effects using present population numbers and health as a baseline.

Response: It is a valid point to monitor for herbicides, and the appropriate state agencies oversee these activities on private 
land. The BLM visually monitors its forest stands and would take note of any effect from operations on adjacent properties.

5.4.3.8 Vegetation

Comment 278: Please replant at a fairly low density and avoid the need for future thinning and other stand management 
costs. Letʼs be patient and allow these stands recover slowly as diverse early seral communities. Diverse early seral plant 
communities are becoming less common and we should encourage slow and easy regeneration of forest communities.

Response: The high and moderate severity areas are planned to be replanted at a 10'x10' spacing which is approximately 1/3 
fewer trees per acre (tpa) than is typically planted on Matrix allocated land. These areas would not be replanted unless the 
stocking falls below 100 conifers per acre. Maintenance treatment, to encourage seedling survival, would occur on only ½ 
of the seedlings, unless the stocking level of seedlings falls below 250 tpa. The reforestation plan is described in Appendix E 
and the low density stand development is referred to in the Section 3.6.3 Vegetation, Environmental Consequences.
 
Comment 287: One hypothesis is that snag/big limb fall was an important and greatly under-appreciated process that 
strongly inß uenced early stand dynamics and stocking in young forests established after wildÞ re. One reason we donʼt have 
a sense of this process is that we see so few young stands that have a full complement of snags left after Þ re. Our mental 
images of young stands come from clearcuts.

Response: In the Preferred Alternative, areas burned with high and moderate severity, less than 10 acres, would not be 
salvaged, and all snags and dead wood would be retained. The areas to be salvaged follow the recommendations of the 
DecAID Wood Advisor for snag and dead wood retention levels. The research portion of the alternative compares different 
levels of snag and dead wood retention, which is intended to reveal more information about these processes.

Comments 26, 31, and 32: Reforestation efforts and maintenance are not described in any detail. The resource professionals 
from the silviculturists to biologists and soil scientists, should describe what these sites will look like over time and how the 
conditions meet Late Successional Reserve goals, given various reforestation scenarios. The BLM needs to develop a plan, 
within a responsible time frame, backed with proven science that sets a course to develop another forest.

Response: Table K-1 �Sample Description of Potential Treatment Area by Restoration Activity� presents comparisons, 
by treatment alternatives, of stands with the restoration treatments, projected 50 years in the future. In response to public 
comments similar to this, Table 2-4 �Stand Replacement Trends and Consequences � Fire Effects� has been amended and 
now describes the stand-replacement trends and consequences of reforestation efforts and subsequent treatments at 15, 
50, and 80 years of age. Stand modeling, with the Organon Model, was used to project possible stands in the future. Also, 
the Stand Visualization System (SVS) was used to give a pictorial representation of stands in the future. Chapter 2.3.2.2, 
Reforestation gives a brief description of the reforestation plan, Map 2-4 depicts the areas of high and moderate burn severity 
that would be planted, Table 2-1 gives a description of the reforestation plan by alternative, and Appendix E, Proposed 
Restoration Projects, Reforestation, describes the reforestation plan along with desired future conditions. 

Comment 86: The stand exam procedure in Appendix D at D-3 notes that trees are coded as �12� (Þ re killed) or �13� 
(60% probability of mortality - include deÞ nition of dying trees graph). However, no dying trees graph was available in the 
documents.
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Response: A probability of tree mortality graph has been added to Appendix D, Salvage, in the FEIS.

Comment 89: First, no mention is made as to whether the trees that experienced mortality were predominantly understory or 
overstory. For example, a stand where 40 percent of the understory trees experienced mortality could easily support nesting 
or roosting spotted owls, and in fact may have improved nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat, depending on site-speciÞ c 
conditions. Second, as described above, it is unclear in the DEIS how tree mortality was determined.

Response: In Alternative G, the Preferred Alternative, salvage would not take place in stands unless they are 10 acres or 
larger and have less than 40 percent canopy closure. The 40 percent canopy closure refers to overall canopy, which includes 
both overstory and understory above eye level. If the canopy closure was greater than 40 percent, inclusive of all levels as 
measured at eye level and above, then the stand would not be entered. �Guidelines for Selecting Fire Injured Trees that are 
Likely to be Infested by Insects in Southwest Oregon Forest� was used to help estimate numbers of dead trees in an area for 
planning and analysis purposes. However, for purposes of salvage, a �dead tree� is deÞ ned as one containing no apparent sign 
of green foliage.

Comment 105: Interfering with the natural events within an older forest habitat, (something that has been habituated for tens 
of thousands of years), is an obstruction to the intent of treatment and management within an LSR.

Response: The restoration actions planned in this EIS follow the guidelines set forth in both the RMP for the Medford 
District, part of the NFP, and in the South Cascades LSRA for treatment of younger stands, and are intended to improve late-
successional habitat. The salvage operations planned are also within the guidelines of these two documents.

Comment 107: Please, do nothing within these LSRs which does not improve the older-forest structure or improves habitat 
for wild Þ sh in the Elk Creek watershed.

Response: The restoration activities planned are intended to improve or accelerate the development of late-successional 
habitat within the Þ re area and the Elk Creek Late-Successional Reserve. The salvage operations are planned through the 
interdisciplinary process by specialists in the resource Þ elds that are considered in this EIS. Each alternative is analyzed to 
determine the environmental consequences of the actions, and actions are not planned that would have detrimental effects on 
the LSR.

Comment 36: The BLM needs to very carefully explain their plan for reforestation establishment and maintenance to ensure 
sufÞ cient seedlings achieve a free-to-grow status and grow at an adequate rate to become the desired future forest, regardless 
of the alternative chosen.

Response: Appendix E, Proposed Restoration Projects, Reforestation, gives a description of planned reforestation and 
summary of potential vegetation maintenance treatments for the establishment of future stands in Þ re areas. Table 2-1 gives 
a summary of reforestation efforts by alternative and Table 2-4 gives a summary of potential treatments and stand conditions 
as the stands grow at 15, 50, and 80 years of age. Section, 3.6.3, Vegetation, Environmental Consequences, also describes 
effects of treatments to stands by alternatives.

Comment 41: How do current conditions relate to what the ecological communities historically supported? What is desirable 
and what will happen over the next 50 to 100 years with the standing material, if it is not removed?

Response: Section 3.10.2, Fire and Fuels, describes historic conditions and Þ re. Section 3.6.2.1 has been amended to include 
discussion of historic and current conditions in relation to plant series. Table 2-4 gives a summary of potential treatments 
and stand conditions as the stands grow at 15, 50, and 80 years of age. Section 3.6.3 describes the effects of the salvage and 
Þ re-killed tree retention, by alternatives, under �Late-Successional Habitat� and �Insects.� Section 3.10.3, Fire and Fuels, 
Environmental Consequences, describes the effects of all the alternatives relative to leaving the standing Þ re-killed trees. 
Additional analysis was included in Section 3.6.3, Vegetation, Environmental Consequences, in response to this comment.

Comment 77: Most of the sub-sections within the Vegetation Section adequately describe the direct and indirect effects to 
various habitat through the implementation of salvage and restoration; however, mitigations that will occur if impacts become 
signiÞ cant are not described. For example, what will happen if the soilʼs organic matter has been destroyed by the Þ re (soil 
heating), and what if the replanting of habitat fails and only hardy, invasive species can grow in the soil?
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Response: Section 3.6.2, Vegetation, Affected Environment, discusses high burn severity and its effect on plant series, stating 
it is unlikely that soil physical characteristics were changed with the possible exception of small isolated spots. Section 3.3, 
Soil, discusses burned soils and states that detrimentally burned soils have not been found. Many of the hardwoods and 
shrubs in the burned areas are now resprouting and conifer seedlings are emerging at various rates in much of the Þ re area. 
Section 2.3.2.2 discusses the plans for reforestation and Appendix E, Table E-6 discusses the reforestation proposals and the 
follow-up treatment along with plans for replanting should seedling stocking fall below 100 tpa (including natural seeding-
in). It is not possible to cover all events that could occur. The EIS covers the likeliest of scenarios with some potential 
remedies for possible problems.

Comment 175: Page 3-109 focuses too much on the short-term and fails to discuss any long-term impacts of salvage on 
quality LSOG development.

Response: Section 3.6.3.1, Vegetation, Environmental Consequences, discusses the snag and coarse woody debris retention 
levels and the relationship to long-term site productivity and future late-successional habitat. This section has been updated in 
response to these comments.

Comment 176: The EIS (3-190) indicates that material >16 inches may persist until the next stand, however, these medium 
and large snags are exactly what the BLM is proposing to remove in this proposal, and they are leaving behind the small 
material (<16") that will NOT persist.

Response: The Preferred Alternative proposes to leave all snags and trees in Þ re-killed areas less than 10 acres. Within the 
harvest units, the DecAID Wood Advisor was used to determine the number of snags and amount of coarse woody debris 
that is desired for �wildlife and ecosystem processes� (Snag Dynamics in Western Oregon and Washington, J.L. Ohmann, 
2002). Snag levels would be left over the Þ re area, including all areas of high and moderate severity burn, at or above levels 
for snag and percent ground cover tolerance levels suggested in the DecAID Wood Advisor for Douglas-Þ r (30 percent) 
and white Þ r (50 percent) plant series, Southwest Oregon Conifer Hardwood Forest. These levels consider snags of all size 
classes including the largest, greater than 31" DBH. Figure 2.3-2 has been added to show distribution of trees remaining and 
harvested within each alternative by diameters. The apparent contradiction suggested by the commenter was identiÞ ed in the 
DEIS, Section 1.2.3, page 1-5.

Comment 181: The EIS failed to consider the differing fall rates of large vs. small snags see: �Snag Dynamics in Western 
Oregon and Washington,� Janet L. Ohmann, July 26, 2002.

Response: �Snag Dynamics in Western Oregon and Washington� Janet L. Ohmann, July 26, 2002 is an unpublished paper 
included in the DecAID Wood Advisor website. The information from the website was reviewed and included in the 
development of Alternatives D and G. This reference has now been incorporated into the EIS administrative record. 

Comment 183: The EIS does not recognize the fact that salvage logging will simplify the regenerating stand and make it less 
likely to develop into complex older forests.

Response: Snag and down wood retention levels would meet or exceed DecAID Wood Advisor levels for stands in 
Southwest Oregon. Regeneration would be from planted mixed conifers and natural seeding (see Appendix E, Proposed 
Restoration Projects, Reforestation for details). Hardwoods are sprouting in the Þ re area and would be retained, and only 
cut when they are in contact with selected conifers (50 percent of the conifers would receive no removal of competing 
vegetation). Removal of salvage would not reduce the diversity of the regenerating stand.

Comment 184: Page 3-103 says that the alternatives differ in the rate of attainment of late-successional old-growth, but the 
EIS does not discuss the differing �habitat quality� that will be developed by the alternatives. Salvage areas will be deprived 
of important legacies from the prior stand and develop lower quality LSOG.

Response: Table 2-2 summarizes the effects of the alternatives on various types of habitat, including late-successional 
habitat. The analysis summarizes the effects or the number of acres affected and compares them by alternative. Table 2-3 
summarizes the cumulative effects of the Preferred Alternative. Section 3.6.3 discusses the environmental consequences of 
the alternatives and compares the effects of each alternative on vegetation, including late-successional habitat. Tables 2-4 
and 2-5 project the development of the future stands in the salvage areas and restoration project areas at various stages in the 
future, under the Preferred Alternative. This alternative follows the guidelines of the DecAID Wood Advisor for snag and 
CWD and retains more than the suggested amount in tree sizes greater than 31" DBH, as determined by stand exams in the 
stand-replacement Þ re areas, leaving legacy trees for long-term site maintenance.
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Comment 186: The EIS failed to consider information such as Franklin, J.F., K. Cromack, Jr., W. Denison, A. McKee, C. 
Maser, J. Sedell, F. Swanson, and G. Juday. 1981. Ecological characteristics of old-growth Douglas-Þ r forests. PNW-GTR-
118. USDA Forest Service. PNW Research Station. February 1981.

Response: The EIS refers to a variety of publications and information including the DecAID Wood Advisor and associated 
information: �Snag Dynamics in Western Oregon and Washington,� J.L. Ohmann, July 26, 2002,  �Applying Ecological 
Principles to Management of  U.S. National Forests� Franklin, et al. 2000, �Restoring Complexity: Second-Growth Forests 
and Habitat Diversity� A. Carey, T Spies, J. Franklin, 2002. 

Pages 27 and 28 of the publication referred to in this comment, �Ecological characteristics of old-growth Douglas-Þ r forests� 
give levels of snag retention for old growth forests. The level of snag retention recommended in the Preferred Alternative 
is similar to these levels, even though this paper is geared toward forests in coastal and northern Oregon environments, 
which tend to have greater amounts of snags and downed wood. This reference has now been incorporated into the EIS 
administrative record.

Comment 298: How the preferred alternative will retard development of high quality late-successional old-growth habitat 
and lead to the development of lower quality habitat is not presented in an accurate, clear, complete, and unbiased manner.

Response: This comment is unclear as BLM has not asserted �...the Preferred Alternative will retard development �� Table 
2-2 summarizes the effects of the alternatives and compares the rate of attainment of late-successional habitat by alternative. 
Salvage would not retard the development of high quality late-successional old growth habitat because snags would be 
retained at sufÞ cient levels to provide habitat. Eighty-seven percent of the snags would be retained in the salvage area (DEIS, 
pg xvi). Due to the treatment of existing stands in the watershed, restoration activities in the stand-replacement Þ re areas, and 
various Þ re-killed snag retention levels, most alternatives, including the preferred, show an increased rate of development of 
late-successional habitat over no action. Restoration activities are designed to improve the development of late successional 
habitat. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 provide summaries of how Alternative G would lead to the development of late-successional 
habitat. See the Restoration Effects discussion in the DEIS on pages 3-187 and 3-195. Information was added to the wildlife 
discussion in Section 3.12.3.1, Species Associated with Late Successional Habitat. This discusses the value of not salvaging 
in the low and very low underburn to the development of late-successional characteristics.

Comment 394: Page 3-98 of the DEIS acknowledges that �the early seral stage areas that burned have very low survival 
rates, compared to stands in late seral condition.� Yet the FMZ strategy appear to be to maintain 1,300 acres (much within 
the late-successional �reserve�) in  a permanent early seral condition on late-successional associated species are not fully 
disclosed.

Response: See project design features in Appendix E. In unburned areas, the majority of conifers cut would be 6 inches in 
diameter and less. This will not change the age class of the overstory. 

Comment 75: In the Vegetation Section, on page 3-103 there is no actual impact listed under the salvage section. The writers 
state that the impacts of salvaging, in general are negligible. What about erosion and nutrient cycling?

Response: This particular statement refers only to the salvage of roadside hazard trees outside of planned salvage units. This 
would consist of scattered trees removed within 200' of the road, primarily above the road, dispersed over the entire Þ re area. 
It would also be outside of riparian areas, as trees there would not be salvaged. Because of the scattered nature, small amount 
of area affected, and proximity to road allowing for little ground disturbance, the impacts were determined to be negligible.

Comment 76: On the same page under the reforestation section, it is stated that it is unlikely that there will be any cases of 
beetle infestation. How was this conclusion determined? What mitigations will occur if the unlikely beetle infestation did 
occur?

Response: The post-Þ re discussion of insects states, �In most cases based on observations on past southwest Oregon 
wildÞ res, insect populations have not built up to any substantial amount in stands outside of the wildÞ res. It is very likely 
Þ re-damaged trees would be infested and killed by insects for at least four years after the Þ re. Outbreaks of large beetle 
populations have most always been in cases where beetle populations were high and insects were active in the area before the 
Þ re (Goheen 2003). Infestations of adjacent stands by both Douglas-Þ r beetle on Douglas-Þ r and western pine and mountain 
pine beetle on pines would likely be limited to stands adjacent to or within the Þ re perimeter.�
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Comment 237: Page 2-62 uses an unclear baseline for describing the likely incidence of insects. Shouldnʼt the no action 
alternative be used as the baseline?

Response: Table 2-2 and Table S-3 were corrected to reß ect the change as pointed out in this comment. The No Action 
Alternative is the baseline.

Comment 261: The NEPA document failed to consider the beneÞ cial effects of insects.

Response: Section 3.6.2.2 describes the increases and decreases in insect populations, by insect type. This section has been 
amended to include information suggested by this comment. Section 3.12, Wildlife, analyzes the effects on wildlife species, 
including the effects of the change in insect populations on wildlife species and populations.

5.4.3.9 Special Habitats

Comment 434: Currently the BLM does not know, and has not disclosed, the stand composition and location of Riparian 
Reserves. (DEIS 3-45) Rather than disclose and analyze the functionality of existing Riparian Reserves, the BLM simply 
promises that �Riparian Reserve surveys will be completed on BLM-administered lands within the Þ re perimeter.� (Id) This 
promise does not qualify as a description of the affected area or allow for informed decision making regarding potential 
environmental impacts. It also does not inform the reader about the location or stand composition of Riparian Reserves 
outside of the Þ re perimeter. Salvage and green tree logging and yarding proposals were developed before the agency had site 
speciÞ c riparian information available.

Response: The commenter is not correct. The DEIS described the general location of Riparian Reserves in Section 3.7.1, 
Special Habitats, Methodology (�320 feet on either side of Þ sh-bearing streams and 160 feet on either side of non-Þ sh-
bearing streams�) and described pre- and post-Þ re riparian vegetation inside and outside the Þ re perimeter in Section 
3.7.2.1. The locations of the proposed riparian habitat restoration projects were disclosed in Map 2-2. See Section 2.3.2.2 or 
Appendix E, Proposed Restoration Projects, Riparian Reserve Thinning, for a description of proposed thinning projects in 
riparian areas inside and outside the Þ re. This proposed thinning was based on forest inventory information from GIS data. 
The surveys referred to hydrological surveys in DEIS 3-45, not stand exams. These hydrological surveys were conducted in 
the summer 2003 and merely reÞ ned existing data by validating the extent and classiÞ cations of streams. The results of those 
surveys are incorporated into the Final EIS (Sections 3.4.2.1, Hydrology, Channel Morphology and 3.7.2.1, Special Habitats). 
Miles of streams and acres of Riparian Reserves were adjusted to reß ect the new data. A map showing the Riparian Reserves, 
proposed riparian restoration projects, and the three research salvage units containing 11 acres of Riparian Reserves was also 
added to the Final EIS (see Map 3-6). Salvage would occur only on 11 acres in riparian areas in three research units. See Map 
2-6(f) for locations of proposed research units. See Appendix D, Salvage,  for a summary of data from stand exams that were 
used to write salvage prescriptions in the research units. All other trees that are cut in Riparian Reserves, for roadside hazard 
or in riparian thinning units, would be left on-site. No ground-based yarding equipment would be used in salvage acres in the 
Riparian Reserves.  

Comment 346: Riparian Reserves have not been adequately identiÞ ed with maps or on the ground. The DEIS (p. 3-45) states 
that �BLM Riparian Reserves will be completed on BLM-administered lands within the Þ re perimeter� but does not say when 
this will be accomplished.

Response: The EIS states when this will be accomplished in the third sentence of the 5th paragraph in Section 3.4.1, 
Methodology. The sentence reads, �Streams in the burned area would be surveyed and ground veriÞ ed prior to any project 
implementation.� Map 3-6 was added to show the extent of Riparian Reserves on BLM-administered lands. This map also 
shows riparian restoration projects and where reserves would be entered for research purposes. With the exception of the 
West Branch of Elk Creek, note the limited amount of BLM lands on 303(d) listed streams or the mainstem of streams 
therefore limiting the inß uence of BLM management on these streams. 

5.4.3.10 Special Status Plants

Comment 108: The BLM should be very aggressive in survey for species listed under the Survey and Manage criteria of the 
Northwest Forest Plan.
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Response: All pre-disturbance survey and protection requirements for Survey and Manage species will be followed (see 
Section 3.8.3, Special Status Plants and Section 3.12.3.1, Wildlife).

Comment 239: Page 3-146 analyzed the effects on special status plants as if this was Matrix.

Response: The effects of speciÞ c activities on special status plants are the same regardless of the land designation on which 
they occur. 

Comments 382 and 384: As of publication of the DEIS these green tree stands have not been surveyed for sensitive and 
survey and manage species or for the federally listed Northern Spotted Owl. The DEIS contains no (as in zero) site speciÞ c 
information regarding sensitive, survey and manage or listed species. The BLM has responded to Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA) requests from the public for survey information by indicating that surveys have not been completed. The DEIS fails 
to disclose the location, frequency and distribution of survey and manage species to the public in a timely manner that will 
allow for comments that are reß ective of the actual lay-out of timber sale units and new logging roads.

Response: A summary of S&M and special status plant sites documented in the Elk Creek Watershed during surveys 
conducted prior to the Timbered Rock Fire, was included in the DEIS in Sections 3.8.2.1, 3.8.2.2, 3.8.2.3, and in Table 3.8-1. 
Surveys for special status and S&M vascular plants were conducted in summer 2003 in proposed salvage units, temporary 
roads and landings, and in some late-successional forest habitat restoration, Riparian Reserve thinning, and FMZ units. 
Surveys for special status and S&M lichens and bryophytes were conducted in proposed temporary roads and landings, in the 
event that some green trees are cut to facilitate logging operations. Results of the surveys are included in the Final EIS (see 
Section 3.8.2 and Appendix L, Tables L-3 and L-4). Vascular and non-vascular plant surveys for special status species would 
also be completed in all restoration projects prior to implementation. Pre-project surveys for S&M and special status fungi are 
not required (see Section 3.8.1). Because the timeline for implementation of some Timbered Rock restoration projects is more 
than two years in the future, surveys for botany and wildlife would not be conducted in those areas until one or two years in 
advance so the surveys would remain current. 

All S&M and special status plant and wildlife sites discovered in project areas would be protected, as required by BLM 
policy. Survey records for completed surveys are public information and are available upon request. No additional impacts 
beyond those disclosed and analyzed in the EIS are anticipated to special status and S&M plant species because all project 
areas would be surveyed and sites would be protected. Surveys for red tree voles were completed for all FMZs proposed in 
suitable RTV habitat inside and outside the Þ re perimeter in summer/fall of 2003. Sixty-four active red tree vole nests were 
found. These would be protected as required under Management Recommendations for the Oregon Red Tree Vole, version 
2.0 or the most current guidelines. Required surveys for S&M wildlife species would be completed prior to implementing 
the projects altering suitable habitat, following current interagency protocol. All known sites would be protected according 
to current interagency management guidelines designed to protect viability of the species. Historic spotted owl sites were 
surveyed in 2003, with results shows in Appendix N, Table N-3. These records for completed surveys are public information 
and are available upon request. Appendix N, Table N-10 contains a summary of the analysis of S&M special status wildlife 
species and birds of conservation concern considered. The analysis was based on professional experience and knowledge, 
personal communications, Þ eld surveys (including bird and pond surveys), records, and resource books indicating range 
and habitat needs for species. Special Status Species conÞ rmed or suspected to be present considered to be potentially 
impacted by the proposed salvage and restoration projects were discussed in the document. USFWS released a list of Birds 
of Conservation Concern that meets the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Birds of Conservation Concern known to be present in 
the Medford District were discussed in the FEIS (Section 3.12). Since the newly Þ re-killed dead trees are not habitat for RTV, 
mollusks, or GGO, no surveys would be required in salvage units. See response to Comment 388 in Section 5.4.3.14.

Comment 514: Even though Þ re has changed the vegetative community, surveys should be done before management takes 
place.

Response: Surveys for S&M and special status vascular plants were conducted in salvage and some late-successional forest 
habitat restoration and Riparian Reserve thinning units in summer 2003. Surveys for S&M and Special Status vascular plants, 
lichens, and bryophytes would be completed in all restoration projects prior to their implementation. Surveys for Special 
Status and S&M lichens and bryophytes are not required in high and moderate burn severity areas because they suffered 
mortality during the Þ re. Sites that are discovered would be protected according to BLM policy. Section 3.8.2 and Appendix 
L, Table L-3 contain summaries of surveys completed and sites discovered as of October 2003. 
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Comment 515: Fungi associated with late-successional forests need to be re-surveyed because of their associations with old 
growth trees.

Response: No S&M or special status fungi that have been discovered in the Elk Creek Watershed are located in proposed 
salvage or restoration units. No new fungi surveys would be conducted because all S&M and special status fungi known to 
occur or suspected of occurring in the Medford BLM District are in categories that do not require pre-disturbance surveys. 
However, if any sites are discovered during other Þ eld work, they would be protected as required (see Section 3.8.3.3).

5.4.3.11 Noxious Weeds

Comment 454: The courts have recently held that failing to address an action alternative that would prevent the introduction 
of noxious weeds is arbitrary and capricious, and violates NEPA for failing to consider a reasonable range of alternatives 
(Blue Mts. Biodiversity Project v. United States Forest Serv., 229 F. Supp. 2d 1140, 1147 (D. Or. 2002))

Response: The above reference relates to an environmental document where the Purpose and Need was to control noxious 
weeds. The Timbered Rock Fire Salvage and Elk Creek Watershed Restoration EIS Purpose and Need is very different. 
Noxious weeds were identiÞ ed in this EIS as a minor issue (see Section 1.5.3.3). SpeciÞ c PDFs are designed to reduce and/or 
prevent the spread of noxious weeds. 

Comment 372: The FEIS should describe proposed monitoring of invasive species, with appropriate treatment as needed.

Response: Monitoring and inventory efforts for noxious weed locations are discussed in the DEIS, and are ongoing. When 
weeds are found, and if funding and/or resources are available, control methods, as outlined in EA-OR110-98-14, are applied. 

Comment 373 and 490: The FEIS should discuss post salvage operation plans to minimize invasive species. Proposed 
prescriptions for an area after salvage will also affect the extent to which invasive species may spread. The DEIS is not clear 
regarding what the plans are for land use after salvage is complete. Will the natural forest be allowed to reestablish?

Response: All ground-disturbing activities will include mitigation measures, as outlined in Section 2.3.1.3 (PDFs), i.e., 
washing vehicles and equipment prior to entering BLM lands, using weed-free seed when restoring disturbed areas, actively 
pursuing new weed infestations and treating them using methods outlined in the Medford District Weed Management Plan 
(EA-OR110-98-14).

Comments 369 and 371: The FEIS should provide speciÞ cs of the Medford Weed Management Plan established by BLM. 
The DEIS indicates it will follow the Medford Weed Management Plan, but does not adequately identify which actions BLM 
will prevent or minimize the spread of invasive species. 

Response: Table 3.9-1 illustrates noxious weeds known to be on BLM-administered lands prior to the Þ re. The BLM works 
closely with other land owners to control noxious weeds and to oversee activities anticipated to exacerbate the weed problem. 
The BLM uses many preventative measures, educational activities, and treatment methods to convey the importance of weed 
control with its neighboring landowners, school classrooms, other agencies, private businesses, and individual publics.

Comments 453 and 452: The DEIS inadequately discusses the status of noxious weeds in the planning area. The DEIS notes 
that road reconstruction, logging equipment operation, and livestock are sources of noxious weed introduction. Moreover, the 
entire area is subject to grazing, which is known to encourage the spread of noxious weeds. Despite this fact, the DEIS does 
not address these combined vectors for noxious weed introduction and spread.

Response: Whether actions are taken on BLM-administered lands or not, actions have been, and continue to be taken on 
private lands, and therefore the threat of weed encroachment is imminent. Utilizing PDFs, as outlined in the DEIS, and EA 
#OR110-98-14 will minimize the spread and establishment of noxious weeds (see Section 3.9.2.2). 

Comment 370: The FEIS should identify and disclose vectors (e.g., logging roads, helicopter downdrafts) for invasive 
species and identify mitigation to prevent or minimize the spread of invasive species:

Response: Section 3.9.2.2 describes the vectors for invasive species post Þ re. The Medford District Integrated Weed 
Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (OR-110-98-14) describes the control measures available to the BLM. 
Section 2.3.1.3, (PDFs) describe the protection measures the BLM would take in implementing the proposed projects. 
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Comments 45 and 46: One of the concerns identiÞ ed in the DEIS is about noxious weeds. The description of the current 
problem and potential increase is very poorly described. We believe the explosion of noxious weeds will be beyond any 
magnitude envisioned.

Response: The potential for noxious weed species to ʻexplode,  ̓or totally inhabit an area is always possible, based largely on 
surface activities, precipitation, and lack of control activities. Until weeds actually appear, the most realistic action, especially 
in mixed ownership, is to minimize the potential for introduction by employing as many PDFs as possible, such as washing 
vehicles and equipment prior to entry, using only weed-free grass seed for rehabilitation efforts, and rehabilitating disturbed 
areas soon after the disturbance to minimize the establishment of unwanted species. Providing for the reestablishment 
of competitive vegetation (trees, shrubs, brush, and grass) can create shade and occupy space, which will inhibit the 
establishment of shade-intolerant noxious weed species like yellow starthistle.

5.4.3.12 Fire and Fuels

Comment 5: 428 acres burned hot, 1,347 acres burned with moderate intensity, 3,583 acres burned cool, and 3,103 acres did 
not burn at all.

Response: While this Þ re did exhibit a mosaic of burn intensities, there is no set classic ratio. The Þ re actually burned the 
following acres by severity class: High, 987; Moderate, 2,715; Low, 4,250; Very Low/Unburned, 3,822; Total 11,744 acres of 
BLM-administered land (see Table 3.10-3).

Comment 286: The NEPA analysis also tries to excuse salvage based on the reburn hypothesis, but the NEPA analysis fails 
to consider that they are only removing the commercial sized trees and leaving behind the more hazardous small material. If 
there is a reburn problem, the agency is making it worse instead of better.

Response: Salvage has minimal effects on reburn potential but may have major effects on future Þ re severity if a Þ re occurs 
(see Appendix M, Fuels, for discussion and modeling). This EIS does not propose salvage based on the �reburn hypothesis.� 
See Objective 7 in Section 1.3.1.

Comment 392: Does the BLM contend that the FMZs would be effective at stopping high intensity Þ res?

Response: No. FMZs are designed to provide control and anchor points for low to moderate intensity Þ res. They are also 
designed to break up the watershed into 5,000 to 7,000 acre blocks to reduce future large Þ res.

Comment 396: The fuelbreaks are clearly and speciÞ cally designed for Þ re suppression actions--this is where Þ reÞ ghting is 
intended to occur. Accordingly, the environmental impacts of Þ reÞ ghting in fuelbreaks should have been speciÞ cally analyzed 
and explicitly disclosed.

Response: Analysis of future Þ re suppression actions is beyond the scope of this EIS. Construction of FMZs provides for 
both Þ re suppression and future prescribed Þ re treatments. The impacts of construction and maintenance have been analyzed 
in this document. The decision to utilize fuel management zones will be analyzed under the Wildland Fire Assessment, should 
it be necessary.

Comment 424: Page-2-23 indicates that the BLM believes that �Þ re exclusion� has altered the fuel and duff/litter layers 
with subsequent impacts to Þ re effects on soils. Yet no analysis is provided regarding the impacts of the proposed continued 
policy of �Þ re exclusion� on soils. While contending that the BLMʼs management policy of �Þ re exclusion� has altered fuel 
loadings and duff/litter composition the BLM also (inexplicitly) contends that the large increase in debris torrents and peak 
ß ows are �not associated with any management activities.� (DEIS 3-27) Is the BLM contending that its continuing policy of 
Þ re suppression is not a �management activity?� Is the BLM contending that logging roads, equivalent clearcut acreage, and 
yarding impacts have had no impacts upon debris torrents and peak ß ows?

Response: The BLM policy on Þ re suppression is beyond the scope of this EIS. The anticipated, i.e. near future, increases in 
peak ß ows and the incidence of debris torrents are the results of the large-scale Þ re. The loss of canopy (peak ß ows), reduced 
tree root strength (mass wasting), reduced evapotranspiration (peak ß ows), and reduced soil inÞ ltration rates (peak ß ows) 
are all contributing factors to the much higher incidence of debris torrents, following a large Þ re. The projected effects of 
proposed actions, including Alternative A, are analyzed in the DEIS (see Sections 3.3.2.2 and 3.3.3.2, Soil,  Debris Torrents, 
Appendix H, Debris Torrent Analysis). The proposed salvage harvest of dead trees and the construction of nine temporary 
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spur roads (0.9 miles total) along geologically-stable ridge tops (Preferred Alternative G) will not have an impact on the 
incidence of debris torrents within the Þ re area. The proposed restoration activities, especially the reconstruction of the 
existing, high-risk stream crossings, would reduce the potential risk of debris torrents from existing roads.

Comment 456: [W]hile the BLM and ODF have been less than forthcoming in providing documents regarding Þ re 
suppression and response activities, several Þ re Þ ghters have indicated informally that some of the Flat Creek portions that 
burned with high intensity were the result of a Heli-torch backburn. Why does the DEIS not disclose the location and impacts 
backburns and burnouts?

Response: No back burn operations were conducted on the Timbered Rock Fire. Burn out was utilized on the Timbered Rock 
Fire. Burn out is a tool that has been used successfully on many Þ res to control the Þ reʼs spread. The effects from the Þ re 
including burn out operations were included in the cumulative effects analysis. This EIS analyzed proposed actions and uses 
the post-Þ re situation as the baseline.

Comments 83, 84, and 88: However, the DEIS does not provide enough speciÞ c information on the deÞ nition of �severely� 
burned, or of �stand replacement� for me to assess the actual extent of tree mortality.

Response: See Appendix M for burn severity deÞ nitions. A stand-replacement wildÞ re, as deÞ ned in the Medford District 
RMP Glossary page 115, is �A wildÞ re that kills nearly 100 percent of the stand.�  The LSRA on page 171 summarizes 
candidate stands for area salvage as �stand replacement (>10 acres and < 40 percent canopy closure) area(s) of the event.� 
The EIS used criteria from the LSRA in determining stand-replacement units to be considered for salvage. 

Comments 202, 222, 223, and 283: Landscape fuel treatments are not likely to inß uence Þ re behavior at a landscape 
scale. The proposed action proposes to treat fuels at a landscape scale and cause signiÞ cant soil damage, wildlife habitat 
disturbance, and hydrological effects, yet only reduce extreme Þ re hazard by a small degree across the project area. This 
fuel reduction beneÞ t will only be realized during ideal weather conditions but will have virtually no effect during the most 
extreme Þ re conditions. What evidence does the BLM have that the proposed fuel breaks are effective given that they are 
discontinuous in the checkerboard landscape (and private lands are likely to be managed in a hazardous fuel condition with 
uniform interlocking branches close to the ground), in steep terrain, and the fuel breaks may not be maintained over time in a 
condition that will remain effective. Proposed fuel breaks will violate the prohibition on salvaging patches less than 10 acres.

Response: There is a role for well-designed FMZs which provide options for managing entire landscapes while providing 
anchor points for both suppression and prescribed Þ re. Landscape treatments can have major impacts in reducing Þ re severity. 
An appropriate combination of treatments would help reduce unwanted wildland Þ re effects and attendant ecosystem effects 
such Þ res often cause (Agee, et al. 1999). No treatments can be developed to deal with extreme conditions since the upper 
limits are not known. Only the maximums in the records are known, which is not the same due to the interactions of weather 
and fuel conditions as variables. Projects have been designed to reduce dependency on private land. The effects of the FMZs 
are presented in each resources environmental consequences analysis by alternative. Also, see the Þ re management plan in the 
LSRA. See the response to comments 224 and 398 in this section.

Comment 450: Plantation establishment and removal of Þ re-resistant trees in salvage logging operations leaves too little 
natural forest to buffer the spread and intensity of Þ res. Post-Þ re logging and plantation establishment, as contemplated in the 
Timbered Rock DEIS, will reinforce a growing tendency toward high Þ re severity. The DEIS failed to deal with the reality 
that post-Þ re logging irreversibly hinders the natural low-severity Þ re regime.

Response: Salvage operations would only be removing trees that were Þ re-killed. A Þ re-killed tree is deÞ ned as �one 
containing no apparent sign of green foliage.� Reforestation projects and stand restoration projects are all designed to 
accelerate the rate of development of late-successional habitat through thinning, with slash treatment in existing stands, 
and wider spacing for conifer planting in high and moderate burn severity areas, with limited maintenance of competing 
vegetation (see project design features in Appendix E, Proposed Restoration Projects). This is to insure survival and growth 
of conifers but allow for reduced Þ re hazard when compared to a typical, higher density conifer plantation. There is no 
scientiÞ c evidence to support the assertion that post-Þ re logging irreversibly hinders the natural low-severity Þ re regime.  In 
FMZ unburned areas, the majority of conifers cut would be 6" or less in diameter. This will not change the age class of the 
overstory.

Comments 399 and 400: The analysis for the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Recovery Act disclosed current 
research Þ ndings from Dr. Mark Finney that disputes the efÞ cacy of linear fuelbreaks, and instead, favors area-wide 
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treatments primarily with prescribed underburning. SpeciÞ cally, during the 90th percentile of Þ re weather, Finneyʼs analysis 
showed that spotting easily breached the linear fuelbreaks are both unsafe and ineffective for their primary intended function: 
Þ re containment during severe Þ re weather conditions. Area-wide treatments, on the other hand, were demonstrably superior 
in that they both provided multiple options for Þ re containment lines, and also performed actual fuel reduction which reduced 
Þ re behavior and effects. They also resembled more the natural mosaic pattern created by wildland Þ res than the entirely 
artiÞ cial structure of linear fuelbreaks.

Response: This is true. However, these Fuel Management Zones could also serve as control points from which to do future 
landscape treatments, as described in Dr Finneyʼs recommendations. In addition, these FMZs are designed to break the larger 
landscape into smaller sections (4,000 to 6,000 acres) that are more conducive to low to moderate intensity Þ res. The pine 
release, late-successional forest habitat thinning, and oak woodland treatments are proposed projects that meet the suggestion 
of area-wide treatments to reduce Þ re hazard. These treatments are all designed to reduce high intensity Þ res and reintroduce 
low intensity Þ res back into the LSR. �Give priority to treatment in or near recent stand replacement events� (USDA and 
USDI 1998, 152). 

Comment 21: The Elk Creek watershed is clearly within its natural range of variability for Þ re return.

Response: The BLM disagrees. Fire return interval is deÞ ned as the number of years between two successive Þ re events in 
a given area (Agee 1993). The Þ re return interval in the Douglas Þ r series averages 18-25 years as documented in the LSRA 
(USDA and USDI 1998, 81). In reviewing the Þ re history table in the DEIS, it is apparent that there was a period consisting 
of 60 years with no large Þ res within the watershed. This would equate to missing two to three normal Þ re events, which 
would allow a heavier than normal fuel load to accumulate. In the early 1970s, a more normal Þ re return interval resumed. 
These Þ res have burned with a higher than normal severity due to Þ re exclusion in earlier decades.

Comment 4: Rebuild roads for future Þ re Þ ghting--maximum full treatments and decommission no roads

Response: Roads in need of repair are being upgraded. All roads identiÞ ed for decommissioning have been reviewed by 
an interdisciplinary team including a Þ re management specialist. Only roads that would not greatly impact Þ re suppression 
efforts were identiÞ ed for decommissioning.

Comment 34: The Þ re return interval described by ecologists for the area is approximately 20-25 years. Local ecologists 
have shown the fuel types generated after a large event like Timbered Rock Fire can actually precondition these stands to 
burn again. The likely scenario is this will burn at least once, over the next 50 years, hotter than the last Þ re. The BLM should 
model Þ re behavior and show expectations of survival of these stands due to this kind of potential Þ re.

Response: In a Þ re dependent ecosystem, the natural process of vegetation regeneration is geared to frequent Þ res to maintain 
the system. Intensity is a term used to describe Þ re behavior which can be translated to vegetation damage. Fires can, and 
often do, burn with high intensity but low severity. Severity is a term used, in this case, to describe soil damage. The severity 
(�hotness�) of these Þ res is determined by fuel moistures at the time of the Þ re and fuel loading, particularly in the larger size 
classes. Salvage can be a determining factor in fuel loadings (severity) for future Þ res (Brown, Reinhardt, and Kramer 2003). 
See the response to Comment 21 in this section.

Comment 43: The long-term consequences in the event of returning Þ res of greater magnitude, (due to the increased brush 
vegetation complex) should be described by alternative.

Response: Brushy vegetation may contribute to increased spread rates but does not necessarily contribute to high severity 
Þ res. The brush fuel models may have high rates of spread but generally have lower resistance to control than fuel models 
composed of heavier fuels which have a higher resistance to control. Table 2-4 was added to display vegetation and Þ re 
characteristics by salvage and no salvage alternatives (see Section 3.10.2.4, Fire and Fuels, for additional details). This 
information is also presented in Appendix K and in Table 2-5.

Comment 49: The BLM needs to more fully assess the relative risks of short-term management restoration and long-
term consequences of �no� management, with regards to listed species, vertebrate viability, water quality and long-term 
productivity.

Response: The risks of short-term management restoration and long-term consequences were addressed in the environmental 
consequences in Chapter 3 of the DEIS. Table 2-2 and 2-3 summarize direct and indirect effects and cumulative effects. 
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Tables 2-4 and 2-5 have been added to show anticipated long-term trends and consequences in stand-replacement areas and in 
restoration projects. 

Comment 50: The recent decade of greatly curtailed forest management and delayed planning for forest ecosystem 
restoration, only makes the case more extreme that the long-term impacts of ʻno-management  ̓quite likely far exceed 
the short-term impacts of salvage, reforestation and restoration activities. The BLM should display these, side by side 
comparisons, for the basis of any alternative they choose.

Response: This information is presented in Appendix K and in two tables added to the Final EIS (Tables 2-4 and 2-5).

Comment 53: All road decommissioning should be tied to an overall plan that does not inhibit future access for Þ re 
suppression or inhibit landowner access. The current Alternative �G� needs strengthening in this area.

Response: All roads identiÞ ed for decommissioning have been reviewed by an interdisciplinary team including a Þ re 
management specialist. Only roads that would not greatly impact Þ re suppression efforts were identiÞ ed for removal. Where 
road use agreements are in place, coordination with these landowners has occurred.

Comment 230: Appendix M fails to account for the fact that natural regeneration is more patchy and less uniform, while 
post-salvage plantations are more likely to regenerate as large expanses of dense interlocked branches. From this perspective 
the unsalvaged regenerating stand is less prone to intense Þ re. The EIS must disclose this.

Response: Salvage prescriptions have no bearing on reforestation prescriptions. Table 2-4 addresses this issue. Reforestation 
recommendations reß ect these concerns.

Comment 234: The EIS does not adequately explain the spatial and temporal nature of the Þ re risk. The Þ re removed much 
of the small fuels and ladder fuels so much of the area is now at low risk of Þ re (3-158). The Þ ndings in the LSRA and 
Watershed Analysis may no longer be accurate.

Response: The discussion on page 3-158 was taken out of context. The discussion was speciÞ c to owl activity centers. See 
3.10.2.4 for discussion of pre and post-Þ re fuel models and how they changed as a result of the Þ re.

Comment 265: Fine and mid-size surface fuels also occur in unsalvaged areas, but accumulate gradually over time. 
It is unlikely that fuels in an unsalvaged area would reach the same magnitude as in the post-salvage scenario because 
decomposition breaks down new material accumulates.

Response: Decomposition rates vary by exposure to moisture and exposure to decomposition agents. There will only be 
minimal amounts of 1 inch minus fuels in the salvage area. This statement is based on the fact that salvage is proposed for 
Þ re-killed trees which burned at high enough intensities to reduce or eliminate the twigs and needles present on the boles. See 
response to Comments 79, 93, 94, 95, 447, and 449 in Section 5.4.3.12.

Comment 295: The spatial distribution and degree of Þ re risk in different time periods in the future and under different 
management alternatives is not presented in an accurate, clear, complete, and unbiased manner.

Response: These are discussed in Appendix K.

Comment 218: The EIS has not documented the existence of high risk or made a credible case whether and how each of the 
proposed actions will reduce such risks.

Response: Risk is derived primarily from three factors; ignition source, weather, and fuel conditions. Risk can be altered 
slightly as it relates to fuels, however, Þ re hazards can be reduced by modifying fuel conditions.

Comments 217, 220, 229, 233, and 448: And the EIS never address the Þ re risk posed retaining virtually all snags 16 inches 
DBH and smaller, which also pose a signiÞ cant Þ re hazard and maybe even a more serious hazard due to its smaller size.

Response: This size material does pose an increased hazard. The No Action Alternative addresses leaving all material. If 
salvage could be completed sooner, Þ re-killed tress under 16" would likely have been salvaged and residual slash treated.
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Comments 224 and 398: C-14 of the Northwest Forest Plan clearly states �Salvage in disturbed sites of less than 10 acres is 
not appropriate because small forest openings are important components of old-growth forests. How many acres of burned 
stands less than 10 acres are proposed for logging under the FMZ prescription? Volume must be incidental (B-11), but the 
BLM is using FMZs as an excuse to salvage more large trees in the FMZs that would normally be off-limits because they are 
in disturbances smaller than 10 acres.

Response: The FMZ prescription includes approximately 10 acres of salvage included within patches less than 10 acres in 
size. Any volume derived from this acreage is incidental and is harvested to meet the needs of reduced fuel loadings (risk 
reduction) within the FMZ. This is consistent with the LSRA.

Comments 79, 93, 94, 95, 447, and 449: The document contains no discussion on the amount of slash per acre that will be 
left on the forest ß oor under each alternative. The project design features in Appendix E at E-4 and at E-18 require that slash 
from salvage units and Fuel Management Zones be piled and burned, but does not state that the slash be treated at the time of 
tree felling.

Response: Because of unit layout and the clumping of snags, there would only be minor variations in fuel loadings on 
logged units. The major cause of variation will be the number of acres treated. The following information is updated in the 
cumulative effects section of the EIS. Because the majority of salvage material was burned in the high to severe range, the 
majority of 1-hour timelag and a portion of 10-hour timelag fuels were consumed in the Þ re, leaving little on the trees to 
contribute to fuel loads in these size classes. In the 1-hour size class, 0-.2 tons per acre would be available. In the 10-hour size 
class, 1.5 to 3 tons per acre would be expected after logging. These amounts are minimal. The primary increase will be in the 
1-3" size classes. In this size class, slash would be expected to range from 5-7 tons per acre. This loading would approximate 
the natural loading of an unburned stand in the southern Cascades. These size classes are subject to relatively rapid natural 
decay. Piling would not be completed at the time of falling. Piling would be completed after yarding, if fuel loading warrants 
further treatment. Salvage is only one facet of several treatments designed to work together to reduce fuel loadings and 
associated Þ re hazard in the watershed.

Comment 17: Most of the old-growth burned cool, while the plantations scorched. Save the plantations for matrix land, and 
leave the LSR as a reserve. The Spring Salvage Timber Sale Level 2 consultation (March 1998) concluded that the fuel break 
proposal would not be effective in controlling a large-scale, high intensity Þ re, although they might be effective in controlling 
small-scale, low-to-moderate intensity burns, these are the type of burns that need to be occurring within the LSR. Massive 
fuel breaks are ineffective for the LSR allocation.

Response: There seems to be some confusion over terminology. Total consumption of vegetation does not necessarily 
indicate a �hot burn� nor does lack of heavy crown scorch on larger trees indicate a �cool burn.� Fires may burn through 
plantations quickly; however, their severity is dependent on the amount of large woody fuels and Þ re residence time. These 
large fuels may contribute to high sustained temperatures. High sustained temperatures can reduce long-term site productivity 
and alter soil structure. Large amounts of coarse wood (such as those found in �old growth�) can and often do contribute 
to high severity and high intensity Þ res in all vegetation types. Fuel ModiÞ cation Zones are indeed appropriate for the LSR 
as recommended in the LSRA (USDA and USDI 1998, 151). In reviewing the level 2 consultation, there are some major 
differences between the proposals. This EIS proposes leaving six snags per acre versus two. The majority of FMZs proposed 
(66 percent) are shaded rather than total removal, as proposed in the Spring Salvage Timber Sale proposal. In addition, the 
project area is not adjacent to designated wilderness.

Comment 451: The DEIS failed to analyze and disclose the factors that mitigate the ß ammability of large fuels. It also failed 
to analyze the full range of adverse effects on wildlife, vegetation, and natural recovery processes (such as elimination of 
refugia during future Þ re events) that would result from salvage logging the large-diameter snags and logs. Accordingly, the 
analysis of trade-offs between removing or retaining the large-diameter snags and logs is incomplete.

Response: The factors that mitigate a large fuels contribution to Þ re behavior often do not exist in a post-Þ re environment. 
Closed canopies may reduce solar radiation and delay drying to some extent. In the areas proposed for salvage, this condition 
does not exist. Average 1,000-hour fuel moisture in this area ranges from a high of 40 percent or greater to a low of 12-14 
percent. The moisture of extinction on 1,000-hour fuels is 30 percent. If the moisture content is below 30 percent, these fuels 
will burn until consumed or the Þ re is put out. Fire behavior prediction models, such as BEHAVE, do not use this size of 
fuel in making spread calculations. The DEIS, Alternative G discussion of direct and indirect effects of salvage discusses the 
impacts. Some discussion was added in the Final EIS concerning the effects of leaving the low and very low burn severity 
areas unsalvaged. This would leave an additional 8,000 acres of low to very low underburned habitat to provide refugia for 
wildlife using snags and CWD. Refugia would also be provided in the high intensity burned stands less than 10 acres with 
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less than 40 percent canopy and the acres set aside from salvage to meet snag and CWD levels. DEIS Table 2-2, page 2-
53 and 2-54 shows that 87 percent of the Þ re killed trees >8" DBH would be retained and 47 percent of stand-replacement 
acres would not be salvaged. These areas would remain to provide large diameter snags and logs. Figure 2.3-2 displays the 
distribution of snag sizes in the Þ re area.

5.4.3.13 Air Quality

No comments were received.

5.4.3.14 Wildlife (General)

Comment 290: Be sure to protect the following bird species of conservation concern to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service: Table 8. BCR 5 (Northern PaciÞ c Forest�U.S. portions only) BCC 2002 List.Yellow-billed Loon, Black-footed 
Albatross, Northern Goshawk (resident laingi ssp. only), Peregrine Falcon (including resident pealei ssp. in Alaska), Black 
Oystercatcher, Whimbrel, Long-billed Curlew, Marbled Godwit (beringiae ssp. only), Black Turnstone, Surfbird, Red Knot, 
Rock Sandpiper, Short-billed Dowitcher, Caspian Tern, Arctic Tern, Aleutian Tern, Marbled Murrelet (except where listed 
as Threatened), Kittlitzʼs Murrelet, Yellow-billed Cuckoo, Flammulated Owl, Black Swift, Rufous Hummingbird, Lewisʼs 
Woodpecker, White-headed Woodpecker, Olive-sided Flycatcher, Horned Lark (strigata ssp. only), Vesper Sparrow (afÞ nis 
ssp. only)

Response: Of the list provided on Table 8: BCR 5 (Northern PaciÞ c Forest-U.S. Portions), only six species are present 
in southwestern Oregon (DEIS 3-201): peregrine falcon, ß ammulated owl, rufous hummingbird, Lewis  ̓woodpecker, 
white-headed woodpecker, and olive-sided ß ycatcher. These species were discussed in the DEIS (see Appendix N (page 
N-14), Wildlife Sections 3.12.3.1, 3.12.4.2, and 3.12.4.3). Bird surveys in 2003 did not Þ nd any ß ammulated owls, Lewis  ̓
woodpecker, or white-headed woodpeckers. No new peregrine falcon nest cliffs were found. 

Comment 33: At what size do these trees have wildlife value? How long will it take by alternative to accomplish the LSR 
goals?

Response: Trees reach wildlife value at various ages to beneÞ t various wildlife species. Trees begin to have wildlife value 
from shrub/seedling stage and continue throughout their lives. As the trees develop over time, the guilds of species that use 
different levels of stand development and density also change and develop. A stand is considered to become spotted owl 
foraging habitat in Southwest Oregon at 60-80 years age, although younger stands will receive foraging use. Table 2-1, 
Comparison of Alternatives and Table 2-2, Summary of Effects of the Alternatives, contain a comparison of the alternatives 
and a summary of the number of Þ re-killed trees removed and retained. Chapter 2 has been updated to respond to those issues 
through the addition Tables 2-4 and 2-5.

Comment 165: While priority should be given to salvage in areas where it will have a positive effect on late-successional 
forest habitat, salvage operations should not diminish habitat suitability now or in the future. The best available science 
indicates that the preferred alternative would have negative impacts on both the long-term and short-term suitability of the 
habitat. This is in direct violation of the NFP.

Response: NFP-ROD, page C-15 says that province level plans will establish appropriate levels of coarse woody debris and 
decay rates to be used. Levels will be �typical� and will not require retention of all material where it is highly concentrated, 
or too small to contribute to coarse woody debris over the long timeframes. It is expected that salvage standards and 
guidelines will be reÞ ned through the implementation and adaptive management processes. The REO memo in DEIS, 
Appendix A, page A-18 states that if proposed amounts of standing dead and down wood proposed for retention in salvage 
units were estimated from the DecAID tool, then the proposed action would be meet LSR objectives. The proposed salvage 
does not occur in late-successional habitat. Restoration thinning is intended to improve the development of late-successional 
habitat. See the response to Comment 164 in Section 5.4.1.2. 

Comment 173: The EIS (2-60) makes an unsupported conclusion that salvage will have a negligible effect on late-
successional old-growth habitat.

Response: The comment refers to a bullet summary in Table 2-2. The expanded text for owls and Alternative G (Section 
3.12.3.1) elaborates on the statement.
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Comment 174: The minimal snag retention being proposed in salvage area will fail to meet habitat requirements as soon as a 
few of the retained snags fall down.

Response: There is no guarantee as to how long reserved snags will remain standing. Very few snags in unentered units 
will remain standing in 60 years as the units return to mature structure. Ample snags will remain in unsalvaged units. Snag 
numbers and CWD to be retained are based on the DecAID Wood Advisor (see Appendix D). In area salvage units, the 
proposal retains 8 snags per acre in the Douglas-Þ r zone and 12 snags per acre in the white Þ r zone. These snags would be 
retained in clumps adjacent to the harvest portion of the unit.

Comments 168, 260, and 419: This project occurs in critical habitat unit (CHU) designated for the conservation and 
recovery of the northern spotted owl. The NEPA analysis must disclose the current condition of the CHU and how this CHU 
may Þ t into species recovery and conservation efforts. The agency must retain all options for species recovery and avoid 
taking actions that will limit options for recovery. 

Response: See the discussion of critical habitat in Section 3.12.3.1, Environmental Consequences, Cumulative Effects 
for owls. Since the quality of the CHU was already reduced by the wildÞ re, the proposed action of salvaging some of the 
dead stems would have negligible impact to the network (as referenced in BO, page 77). Section 3.12.3.1, Environmental 
Consequences, Alternative G owl section has been expanded. Revised acreage Þ gures are shown in Appendix N, Table N-4. 
Appendix B in the Biological Assessment includes descriptive narratives for the CHUs in Southwest Oregon (USDI, USFWS 
2003, B-1 to 6).

Comment 39: BLM biologists need to evaluate how alternatives meet all their objectives for down wood, snags, crown 
cover, soil rehabilitation, wildlife habitat recovery [for all the species of concern]. The biologists need to evaluate if the 
goals are being met or not met, over the desired time frame. How do we get 20" DBH trees and when do they occur in the 
future? Is the current plan acceptable to the wildlife biologists, and what happens to populations of a guild of species, such as 
woodpeckers, if it takes 150 years, rather than 50 years, to get a desired number of 20" DBH trees?

Response: As stated on page 3-190 of the DEIS, goshawk, great gray owl, and Þ sher would beneÞ t in the long-term (30+) 
years from activities designed to promote late-successional forest habitat. Also, see Table 2-2, Summary of Effects of the 
Alternatives. A review of stand-replacement trends and consequences of the Þ re salvage effects was done for the Final EIS 
(see Tables 2-4 and 2-5 in Chapter 2). In 50 years, conifers 8-16" DBH are expected and within in 80 years, conifers 10-24" 
DBH with canopy of 70-90 percent are expected. As stated in Appendix K, Table K-1, in 50 years, 30-80 year old stands 
would be 16�26" DBH with 80-100 percent crown closure in areas where thinning is proposed. At approximately 80 years 
old, trees in the Medford BLM begin to provide late-successional conditions.

Comment 99: The Effects Analysis for the Preferred Alternative G (DEIS Chapter 3 3.12.4.2 at 3-199 to 3-200) admits 
that �proposed salvage would reduce the amount of snags available for cavity nesters. Within the high burn severity stands, 
there would be little recruitment of large snags trees [sic] in the nest 80-100 years, until the stands recover... Snag and coarse 
wood levels would be below the LSRA...recommendations... There would be a reduction in the amount of foraging, roosting, 
and nesting habitat for primary and secondary cavity users. Future coarse wood amounts would be reduced in the high and 
moderate burn severity areas.� Perplexingly, however, the next sentence reads: �Effects from the proposed action would be 
very low,� and the analysis goes on to note that scientiÞ c research would be proposed to investigate the inß uences of post-Þ re 
salvage logging on wildlife.

Response: Additional information and analysis was added to Section 3.12.3.2, Cavity and Down Wood Dependent Species, 
Effects of Alternative G. DEIS, Table 2-2, pages 2-53 and 2-54 indicates that under Alternative G, 87 percent of the Þ re-killed 
trees over 8" DBH would be retained in the salvage area. It also shows that 47 percent of the stand-replacement acres on 
BLM would not be salvaged. One hundred percent of snags would remain in burned stands less than 10 acres and in stands 
with greater than 40 percent live canopy. Figure 2.3-2 in the FEIS �Distribution of Fire Killed Trees By Diameter� indicates 
76 percent of Þ re-killed snags over 20" DBH would not be salvaged. These would provide habitat for cavity dependent 
species, and the effects of the proposed action would be low. As stated in DEIS, Appendix D, page D-30, it is estimated 80 
percent of the trees from 10-16" DBH would not be salvaged because they would no longer be merchantable due to the delay 
in implementation of the salvage activities. This would result in additional snags available in the salvage units. As stated in 
DEIS, page 3-204, the scope of the research sites is small and scattered around the landscape. The research would leave 6 
snags per acre on approximately 147 acres, and leave 30 percent of snags on an additional 135 acres, and all snags on the 
control plots. In the 85,424 acre watershed, this is negligible. Within the burned area, this is less than 0.5 percent of the 
total burned area. Impacts to birds from research is expected to be very low. ScientiÞ c research by Oregon State University 
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would provide an opportunity to study the impacts of post-Þ re management on avian and small mammal species speciÞ c to 
southwestern Oregon. 

Comment 100: In other words, the loss of large dead trees from salvage logging in the Timbered Rock Project is likely to 
adversely impact species who utilize larger-sized burned trees for nesting and foraging. Raphael and White (1984) suggested 
that cavity-nesting birds in the Sierra Nevada needed at least 4.25 large (> 15") snags per acre, but that it was necessary to 
retain four times that many to ensure the long-term maintenance of those snags on the landscape, for a retention level of 17 
snags per acre. The Preferred Alternative G suggests retaining six snags per acre in the experimental units, and eight to 12 
snags per acre in remaining salvage units (greater than 10 acres). Therefore, about four times the targeted number of large-
sized snags must be retained to achieve four well-decayed standing snags per acre in the long term, or 24 snags per acre in 
experimental units and 32 to 48 snags per acre in the remaining salvage areas.

Response: The proposed salvage under Alternative G would meet the Raphael and White (1984) paper with 8-12 snags per 
acre except in 1 proposed research treatment which would leave 6 trees per acre on 147 acres. Haggard and Gaines (2001) 
found that stands of 4-6 snags, >25 cm (≈10"), per acre provided the highest abundance, species richness, and nesting 
populations of cavity nesters. Alternative G provides 8-12 snags per acre on all acres except 147 acres where 6 snags per acre 
would be left. Outside the salvage units, 100 percent of existing snags remain, except snags identiÞ ed as hazards (see Figure 
2.3-2). Smaller snags provide foraging and nesting habitat for some species. Treatments with snags distributed in clumps and 
individually dispersed had the highest abundance and species richness of cavity nesting species.

Comment 102: In addition, adverse impacts to species dependent upon severely burned forests would be adversely impacted 
in both the short and long term under the Preferred Alternative.

Response: Table 2-2 shows the combined actions on BLM and private lands are not expected to lead to the need to list any 
species on the special status species list as threatened or endangered. There is no evidence that salvage would reduce the 
population viability of any S&M species, sensitive species, or any species identiÞ ed as using cavities or down wood that 
could be present in the watershed. See the response to comment 100 in Section 5.4.3.14.

Comment 182: The EIS fails to recognize the multi-faceted value of dead wood as presented in recent publications such 
as: Rose, C.L., Marcot, B.G., Mellen, T.K., Ohmann, J.L., Waddell, K.L., Lindely, D.L., and B. Schrieber. 2001. �Decaying 
wood in PaciÞ c Northwest forests: concepts and tools for habitat management,� Chapter 24 in Wildlife-Habitat Relationships 
in Oregon and Washington (Johnson, D. H. and T. A. OʼNeil. OSU Press. 2001) 

Response: This chapter was used to provide background information for the DEIS. As stated in DEIS page 3-167, the book 
Wildlife Habitat Relationships in Oregon and Washington was used to determine habitat types and analyze species expected 
to be present in Elk Creek Watershed. This information and the DecAID Wood Advisor were used for up-to-date and speciÞ c 
information on species  ̓habitat associations and key ecological functions as recommended in Chapter 24, page 585. Chapter 
24 was also used as background information for nutrient cycling.

Comment 270: The snag retention requirements for this project fail to retain enough snags to provide habitat for viable 
populations of cavity dependent species. Since snags have a patchy spatial distribution, surveys to determine snag abundance 
require very large sample sizes relative to other general vegetation surveys.

Response: DecAID Wood Advisor was used to determine the recommended levels of snag and coarse woody material to be 
retained on the areas where salvage was proposed. Under Alternative G, approximately 76 percent of Þ re-killed trees over 20" 
would be left on BLM-administered land to provide habitat for cavity dependent species. Eighty-seven percent of Þ re-killed 
trees over eight inches would be left (see Figure 2.3-2). This would provide adequate snags for population viability of cavity 
dependent species. Stand exams completed within the Þ re area provided the snag levels post-Þ re. A description of stand exam 
procedures was included in DEIS, Appendix D, page D-3.

Comment 458: Pileated Woodpeckers - the DEIS fails to fully disclose or examine site speciÞ c and cumulative impacts to 
pileated woodpeckers.

Response: Pileated woodpeckers are not a sensitive species in Oregon. They are �bureau tracking,� which are not considered 
as special status species for management purposes. They are also not listed on the USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern 
list. The USFWS list was not received in time to address in the DEIS, instead PIF focal species were used. This was changed 
in the Final EIS to reß ect the current USFWS list of Birds of Conservation Concern.
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Comments 143, 149, and 216: The DEIS goes on to state that under proposed alternative G snag and coarse wood levels 
would be below the LSRA and DecAID recommendations, and that signiÞ cant snags would not be available for 8-100 years. 
Based on the LSRA and DecAID recommendations it is possible that snag retention at this level may cause critical harm to 
cavity nesting species. The BLM neither addresses this issue, nor offers any scientiÞ c research indicating that the extirpation 
of cavity nesting species are not the likely result of alternative G.

Response: The statements of pages 3-199 and 3-200 of the DEIS are in error and have been changed in the FEIS (see Section  
3.12.4.2, Cavity and Down Wood Dependent Species, Alternative G, Direct and Indirect Effects). The statements on pages 
2-63 and 2-64 (Table 2-2) in the DEIS are correct. The required snag levels in Alternative G are consistent with the NFP and 
LSRA (see DEIS, Appendix D, page D-29, Table D-5, Comparison of Recommended Snag and CWD Levels by Reference). 
DecAID Wood Advisor recommends 8-17 trees per acre and CWD from 3.6 to 6.7 percent ground cover for white Þ r, and 
5-8 trees per acre and 2.0-3.6 percent ground cover in the Douglas-Þ r plant series. Table D-6 indicates that the levels for 
Alternative G meet this. In one proposed research treatment on approximately 147 acres, 6 snags per acre would be left. This 
meets the recommendations in DecAID for Douglas-Þ r series. DEIS Table 2-2, pages 2-53 and 2-54, indicates that under 
Alternative G, 87 percent of the Þ re-killed trees on BLM-administered land would be retained in the salvage area. It also 
shows that 47 percent of stand-replacement acres on BLM would not be salvaged. In burned stands less than 10 acres and/or 
with greater than 40 percent live canopy, 100 percent of snags remain. Snags in low and very low severity burn areas would 
also remain at 100 percent on approximately 8,000 acres. Remaining large snags would provide cavity nesting habitat until 
new stands begin contributing new snags in approximately 80 years. There is no evidence to indicate that extirpation of cavity 
dependent species would occur. Refer to Figure 2.3-2 for distribution of snags by diameter. See the response to Comment 
143, 149, and 216 in Section 5.4.3.14. 

Comment 236: The EIS reports incidental sightings of red tree vole nest material in the area (N-15) but says that red tree 
vole surveys (3-189) and cultural resource surveys (3-214) will occur after the DEIS but before the action takes place. The 
informed-decision-making principle of NEPA is to study Þ rst and decide after. Not the other way around. The BLM must 
include all survey and manage information in the NEPA document and use it to inform the range of alternatives.

Response: Surveys for red tree vole were completed for all FMZs proposed in suitable RTV habitat inside and outside the 
Þ re perimeter in summer/fall of 2003. Sixty-four active red tree voles were found. These would be protected as required 
under Management Recommendations for the Oregon Red Tree Vole, version 2.0 or the most current guidelines. As stated in 
DEIS Section 3.12.3.1 page 3-189, projects in suitable red tree vole habitat would be surveyed and any sites found would be 
protected according to current management recommendations. Currently active red tree vole nests would be protected with 
a minimum 10 acre buffer (DEIS 3-190). See Section 3.15.2, Cultural Resources, Affected Environment for updated cultural 
resource survey status. 

Comment 386: The statement that GGO would be completed unless the agency conducts the project outside of the seasonal 
restriction tells the reader nothing. Will surveys be conducted? We donʼt know. How many GGOs are in the logging area? We 
donʼt know. What will the impact of the logging be on GGOs? We donʼt know.

Response: BLM is required to survey for S&M species prior to habitat-altering activities according to current regulations. 
Old growth and late-successional forests are habitat for GGO. Surveys would not be required in salvage units. These are not 
late-successional/old growth forests. If a project would not alter habitat, for example an understory thinning, but could be 
a noise disturbance, a seasonal restriction would be in effect during the GGO nesting period. For a discussion of impacts to 
GGOs, see DEIS Section 3.12.3.1, Species Associated with Late-Successional Habitat, pages 3-188 through 3-195.

Comment 479: Eliminate from the plan: 33S1Wsec 13; south half sec 14; south half sec 12 (except decommission roads) 
east half sec 24; sec 11; east half sec 10; sec 2; south west corner sec 1; 33S1E west half sec 19; north half sec 25. These are 
an important refuge for wildlife. Road decommissioning in Sec 12 and 14 would be the one exception to this.

Response: This was considered. No activities are planned in T33S, R1W, south ½ Section 12, east ½ of Section 10 and 
sw corner of Section 1. North ½ of Section 25 is outside the project area. Projects in the other areas include thinning, pine 
restoration, and oak woodland restoration. These are all designed to improve late-successional characteristics, which would 
beneÞ t wildlife in the area.

Comment 508: Bald Eagle habitat - It was not clear if the area with this designation is the current habitat of Bald Eagles. If 
not, what is the current condition of the land?
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Response: As stated in DEIS page 3-176, the majority of bald eagle nests are in large trees near lakes, rivers, and ponds. The 
selected area for development of bald eagle nesting habitat is on a ridge overlooking Lost Creek Lake in one area and Elk 
Creek on the other (DEIS, Appendix E, page E-20). During the winter of 2003, an eagle was seen perched at the edge of Elk 
Creek near the location of one of the stands selected for eagle habitat projects. Eagles have also been observed ß ying over the 
ridge from Elk Creek to Lost Creek during the winter eagle counts (Hale, personal observation). Eagles currently do not nest 
here, but with successful nesting of bald eagles on the south shore of Lost Creek Lake and at the mouth of Elk Creek, it is a 
logical place to provide nesting structures for population increases.

Comment 512: Fisher presence is a very important indicator of the health of late-successional habitat because it requires a 
closed canopy. BLM should re-survey suitable for this species while maintaining as much suitable habitat as possible.

Response: Fisher surveys were done on the USFS lands in the Prospect Ranger District (DEIS page 3-174). There is no 
requirement for BLM to survey for Þ sher. Salvage would not affect Þ sher, because no salvage is proposed in late-successional 
habitat. As stated in DEIS, page 3-190, Þ sher would beneÞ t in the long-term from activities designed to promote late-
successional forest.

Comment 513: This [Red Tree Vole] is an important prey species for Spotted Owls in late-successional forests. Surveys need 
to be done for this.

Response: See DEIS page 3-189. No salvage operations are proposed within suitable habitat. Projects in suitable red tree 
vole habitat would be surveyed and any sites found would be protected according to current management recommendations. 

Comments 385 and 156: Page 1-12 contends that surveys prior to the green tree logging would be conducted �prior to 
implementation.� PDF 18 indicates that surveys for RTVs and mollusks would be Þ nished prior to �activity.� While PDF 
30 simply indicates that rare vascular plants, lichens, bryophytes and fungi �will be buffered.� Page 3-187 indicates that 
Goshawk surveys have not been done. Page 3-188 promises that Great Grey Owl (GGO) �surveys would be completed� with 
the caveat �unless the project is scheduled to occur outside of season restrictions.� Page 3-188 also promises RTV surveys.

Response: BLM is required to survey for S&M species according to current regulations. Goshawk surveys are not required 
by BLM. However, goshawk is a Bureau Sensitive species. Surveys would be done only if the project were to occur during 
the nesting period in a stand with suitable habitat, to avoid a possible disturbance to nesting birds. Projects after the nesting 
season would not adversely affect goshawk nests. After the young ß edge, goshawk can ß y well and move away from a 
disturbance. Restoration projects in the understory do not remove suitable goshawk habitat and are expected to improve 
habitat conditions for goshawk (DEIS page 3-190). A seasonal restriction for projects within unsurveyed suitable habitat 
would protect any unknown nesting birds, if present. Surveys for GGO are required if the project is going to alter habitat. 
Old growth and late-successional forests are habitat for GGO. If a project would not alter habitat, for example an understory 
thinning, but could be a noise disturbance, a seasonal restriction would be in effect during the GGO nesting period. Surveys 
would not be required in salvage units. These are not late-successional/old growth forests.

Comment 387: Changes in species composition have been detected in burned forests that were logged (salvaged), reß ecting 
effects of large woody debris removal on foraging and nesting habitat of cavity-nesting species. For example black-backed 
woodpecker and three-toed woodpecker have consistently shown negative responses to post-Þ re logging, with signiÞ cantly 
more nests found in unlogged sites (Caton 1996, Heji and McFadazen 1998, Hitchcox 1996, Saab and Dudley 1998). Both 
woodpeckers are Special Status Species in the Medford District. (RMP 141).

Response: As stated in DEIS Appendix N, Table N-10, Special Status Species in the Butte Falls Resource Area, black backed 
and three-toed woodpeckers have not been found in the Elk Creek Watershed. Three-toed woodpeckers are closely associated 
with high elevation lodgepole pine forests. This habitat is not present in the Elk Creek area, and three-toed woodpeckers are 
highly unlikely to be present in the watershed. The closest black-backed woodpecker known site is near Crater Lake National 
Park. Bird surveys within the Elk Creek Watershed in 2003 inside the Þ re area (Burnett, personal communication) and outside 
the burned area were negative for both black-backed and three toed woodpeckers. Loss of habitat for cavity species was 
discussed in DEIS page 3-199. Additional information was added to cumulative effects discussion in the Final EIS. Salvage 
would not occur in 63 percent of the stand-replacement acres (DEIS Table 2-2, page 2-54). This would provide habitat for 
black-backed woodpeckers, if they were present. They have not been documented in the watershed to date. 

Comment 388: As stated on page 3-199 of the DEIS �Snag and coarse wood levels would be below the LSRA and DecAID 
recommendations.� The proposed green tree and salvage highgrade logging will harm the six USFWS (2002) Birds of 
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Conservation Concern found within the planning area: peregrine falcon, ß ammulated owl, rufous hummingbird, Lewisʼs 
woodpecker, white-headed woodpecker, and olive-sided ß ycatcher.

Response: The reference on page 3-199 was in error and was changed in the Final EIS. Snag and coarse wood levels do 
meet DecAID Wood Advisor recommendations. Analysis of snag retention levels in Appendix D, page D-29, DEIS shows 
that snag levels under Alternative G are within the DecAID recommendations in all units. The intensive research units with 
6 snags per acre meet the lower level of 5-17 trees per acre recommended in DecAID. In the salvage harvest units, 8-12 
snags per acre would be left. This information was changed in the FEIS Section 3.12, Wildlife, to reß ect the analysis. Of the 
list provided on Table 8: BCR 5 (Northern PaciÞ c Forest-U.S. Portions only), 6 species are present in southwestern Oregon 
(DEIS 3-201): peregrine falcon, ß ammulated owl, rufous hummingbird, Lewis  ̓woodpecker, white-headed woodpecker, 
and olive-sided ß ycatcher. As stated in the special status species review, Appendix N, Lewis  ̓woodpecker and white-headed 
woodpecker have not been documented in the Elk Creek Watershed. Personal communication with a local bird expert who 
has done surveys in the watershed indicates that he had never seen either species in the watershed. White-headed woodpecker 
and Lewis  ̓woodpecker were not found during surveys in the watershed in 2003. Surveys of suitable cliffs within the Þ re area 
in summer 2003 did not locate any peregrine falcons (Harper, personal communication). This information was not available 
for the DEIS, but was added to the Final EIS. As stated in DEIS 3-203, birds that use pines, such as, ß ammulated owl, white-
headed woodpecker, and Lewis  ̓woodpecker, would beneÞ t from pine restoration (DEIS 3-203). Also, thinning and projects 
that favor growth of ß owering plants beneath the canopy would beneÞ t hummingbirds (DEIS 3-203). Olive-sided ß ycatchers 
use forest edges (DEIS 3-202) and ß y out to capture insects in openings. The proposed action would leave 87 percent of the 
Þ re-killed trees that could be used for perches by olive-sided ß ycatchers (Table S-3).

5.4.3.15 Spotted Owl

Comments 509 and 403:  The survey results of 2003 did not look promising especially within the burn. It was interesting to 
note that only 1 survey was completed with the second survey resulting in mostly �no response�. It would have been nice to 
have more completed surveys.

Response: Surveys were completed in 2003 (see Table N-3). Additional surveys will be done in 2004 by BLM, Boise, and 
OSU. A radio tracking study of owls within the Þ re has been initiated. Salvage acres have been reduced from the DEIS, and 
are displayed in Appendix N, Table N-4.

Comment 97:  The BLM has completely failed to demonstrate how removing medium- and large-sized live trees and 
snags from moderate and severely burned areas would not harm the northern spotted owl and would actually aid in the 
�development of late-successional forest habitat conditions and increase resiliency to disturbance.�

Response: No live trees would be removed within the burn area, except for logging feasibility, such as those needed to meet 
OSHA safety hazards. As long as residual legacy snags are retained, meeting DecAID Wood Advisor recommendations 
would minimally degrade the burned areas that have become marginally suitable for owls. The quoted section is a reference 
(DEIS page iv) to restoration projects such as thinning and FMZs that would take place outside the burn.

Comment 101: The DEIS acknowledges that salvage logging in the Preferred Alternative G will diminish late-successional 
habitat suitability in the short and long term, and admits that adverse impacts to the northern spotted owl will occur in the 
short term (DEIS page 3-187).

Response: The DEIS does not acknowledge salvage logging in the Preferred Alternative G would diminish late-successional 
habitat suitability. In Alternative G, salvage logging is proposed in stand-replacement units greater than 10 acres with less 
than 40% live canopy closure. These areas �are no longer considered mid or late-successional LSR habitat or suitable 
habitat� (DEIS page 3-179). The DEIS does addresses the impacts to NSO on page 3-187 within ¼ mile of identiÞ ed owl 
activity centers where salvaging would occur. Impacts would only occur if owls, because of site tenacity or proximity, were 
to return to these burned stands. The design of the research proposal includes salvaging within ¼ mile of some activity 
centers predicted to have owls return. The FEIS updated the impacts based on the 2003 owl surveys. The completed USFWS 
consultation BO also acknowledges the potential for adverse affects of the research units near these sites. 

Comment 146:  On DEIS 3-187 the BLM states that if owls return to these sites, they would be impacted from removal of 
timber. The BLM goes on to state �the impact would be reduced by remaining nearby underburned suitable habitat.� The 
BLM does not explain how it reached this conclusion and provides no scientiÞ c basis for this determination.
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Response: The comment is valid. The statement has been removed from the Final EIS. The impact is not reduced due to 
nearby underburned suitable habitat.

Comment 154:  As justiÞ cation, the DEIS relies on faulty science and questionable logic. The DEIS states that, if owls 
have abandoned the site, there will be no impact in terms of habitat degradation. Id. at 3-180. However, such �no impact� 
determinations are based on nothing more than a prediction because no surveys have been conducted post-Þ re.

Response: Surveys were done in 2003 (see Wildlife Appendix N, Table N-3). Predictions were based on biologists 18 years 
of owl survey experience in the project area and from monitoring owls that are in other wildÞ re areas on the Medford District.

Comment 297:  How the preferred alternative will manage spotted owl critical habitat to retain options for recovery is not 
presented in an accurate, clear, complete, and unbiased manner.

Response: Salvage would only occur in areas greater than 10 acres and with less than 40 percent canopy closure. Table 2-4 
describes potential new forest stands at 15, 50 and 80 years after recovery from the Þ re. Table 2-5 describes potential stands 
after restoration treatments at 5 and 50 years in the future. These tables were added in response to public comments. The 
Preferred Alternative follows guidelines set forth in the DecAID Wood Advisor for snag and downed wood retention levels. 
Within a portion of the CHU, the wildÞ re removed most of the primary constituent elements of critical habitat, except for 
the snag and CWD component. SufÞ cient nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat remains in this CHU for it to continue to 
function as part of the CHU network. See the expanded discussion in the Cumulative Impacts section of Environmental 
Consequences, Section 3.12.3.1, which now includes references to the USFWS programmatic consultation Biological 
Opinion.

Comment 402: Page 2-58 indicates that 49 acres of such logging will be conducted within 1/4 mile of occupied NSO sites. 
The DEIS further indicates that you intend to log another 281 acres of large diameter snags within 1/2 mile of 8 occupied 
NSO sites. Does the BLM contend that such logging represents an effort �to locate non-conforming activities in land 
allocations where they will have the least effect upon the objectives of the standards and guidelines?� (DEIS 1-11)

Response: The comment ignores the paragraph prior to the quoted sentence. From DEIS page 1-11, �Some activities not 
otherwise consistent with objectives may be appropriate if:  the research tests critical assumption of the NFP Standards and 
Guidelines: (or) will produce results important for habitat development��  The acreages affected have been reduced, and are 
shown in Appendix N, Table N-10. 

Comment 457: Aggressive commercial thinning - the DEIS calls for logging 30-80 year old green stand down to 50% 
canopy closure within the LSR. Will this not cause NSOs to avoid the stands in the very time period in which prey-species 
are still recovering from the Þ re?

Response: Recent research (Meiman, et al, 2002 in press) asserts, that yes, owls will make less use of recently thinned 
stands. Another recent paper (Irwin 2003, 16 and 17) asserts that thinning beneÞ ts owl foraging.

Comment 510: On pg 3-172 it states, that �Spotted owls are mobile enough that dispersal to adjacent LSRs would not have 
been seriously inhibited by the wildÞ re or the subsequent salvaging on non-federal lands�. This could be true for adults but 
juveniles can not ß y. No management should take place in the owl activity centers for a few years until survival and nesting is 
conÞ rmed.

Response: Juvenile owls were capable of making short ß ights by the time the Þ re began spreading (July 24), but many would 
not have been able to evade the Þ re. Juvenile owls do not disperse from the natal area until September or October, but by then 
they are capable of making extended movements (over 10 miles in several weeks). Survival and nesting was monitored in 
2003, and will be monitored in 2004. Seasonal restrictions to be imposed are listed in the PDFs (Section 2.3.1.3). 

Comment 511: Fire breaks could be especially damaging to this species because they contribute to the edge effect of the 
forest where competitors reside. Give special consideration to dispersal habitat.

Response: In the ridgeline FMZs outside the Þ re, few trees over 8� DBH would be cut. The �edge� created would be 
minimally different from adjacent suitable owl habitat (versus an edge with a road or plantation). A recent paper (Franklin, et 
al. 2000, 579-580) implies that owl foraging beneÞ ts from the edge component. Ample dispersal habitat is being maintained 
adjacent to the burn.
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Comments 66 and 67: Boiseʼs most productive owl sites are at high to moderate risk from uncharacteristic wildÞ re. 2. 
Recent uncharacteristic wildÞ res in Þ re-prone owl habitat has reduced total owl habitat. 3. Spotted owl centers are being 
actively managed with silvicultural treatments without compromising the ability of these sites to attract and produce young. 
4. The sustainability of spotted owls and their habitats in Þ re-prone forests appears doubtful without active management to 
reduce risks of uncharacteristic wildÞ res.

Response: We agree with these statements (see Section 3.12.3.1). In the commenterʼs letter, �owl center� refers to active 
management within the provincial home range radius of 1.2 miles (Tim Burnett, personal communication 20 Oct 2003), not 
within a 100-acre core. Yes, most active owl sites have had active management in the past decade within that 1.2-mile radius, 
but not within the quarter-mile radius.
 
Comment 40: If the goals of Late Successional Reserves is to create habitat for species like the Northern Spotted Owl, the 
alternative chosen from the Þ nal EIS should display the path to quickest recovery, given these kinds of losses. Currently the 
summary of Alternative G does not clearly show that.

Response: The return of severely burned stands to LSR character will be hastened by planting, thinning, fertilization, 
and maintenance of legacy snags and CWD. The probability of excluding stand-replacement Þ re will be increased by 
establishment and maintenance of FMZs. A comparison by alternatives is displayed in Appendix K, and in the Restoration 
text of Section 3.12.3.1 Environmental Consequences section on owls. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 have been added to illustrate forest 
conditions at different points in time.

Comment 406:  Is the BLM contending that 1,051 acres of clearcut logging, and hundreds of acres of ground based yarding 
(and 911 acres of green-tree late-successional logging) within the LSR and CHU is not adverse modiÞ cation of critical 
habitat? If so, will the BLM please describe what a logging proposal would look like that it believes would adversely modify 
critical habitat? Or does the BLM contend that it is impossible for the logging action agency to ever actually adversely 
modify critical habitat?

Response: The acreages quoted in the comment refer to 811 acres of pine release (thinning) and 1,051 acres of salvage of 
Þ re-killed trees (Table 2-1, DEIS pages 2-42 and 2-45). The critical habitat analysis has been expanded in the Environmental 
Consequences (3.12.3.1) section on Cumulative Impacts (as per comments number 168, 260 and 297). An example of 
a proposal that would adversely modify critical habitat is Alternative E. Areas proposed for area salvage are not late-
successional old-growth forest. Acres proposed for pine release and salvaging have been revised in the FEIS.

Comment 91: It is likely that removing most of the habitat for along ridge tops is not beneÞ cial for the spotted owl, 
especially since stand-replacement areas can include moderately burned habitat that could be suitable owl habitat.

Response: Only material 8" DBH and less will be removed in FMZs outside the burn. The FMZs will remain owl dispersal 
habitat, and some will remain foraging habitat. Within the burn, no green trees over 8" DBH are to be marked for removal. 
The long-term beneÞ t is to maintain more LSOG habitat by limiting spread of stand-replacement Þ re.

Comment 92: Thus, an extensive network of fuel management zones created via salvage logging of large trees and snags in 
potential spotted owl habitat may be unwarranted.

Response: The network of ridgeline FMZs are intended to increase our ability to limit the size of future stand-replacement 
wildÞ res. Less than a third of ridgelines would be treated. Large green trees are not to be cut. 

5.4.3.16 Grazing

Comments 272, 504, and 374: In the short-term, grazing must be eliminated to allow recovery of plants, soil, and to protect 
water quality. In the long term, grazing must be eliminated of the agency is sincere about re-establishing natural Þ re regimes 
which depend on natural fuel proÞ les, which are seriously adversely affected by livestock grazing.

Response: As stated in Section 3.13, grazing has been deferred for two years, following which discussions between BLM and 
Boise will take place to determine when to reauthorize livestock grazing. Two years of grazing deferment will allow grasses, 
forbs, and shrubs to become reestablished. After Þ eld examinations, the decision will be reevaluated using site-speciÞ c 
conditions. 



Chapter 5-Comments and Responses

5-72

Comment 455: With this in mind, we have many questions and concerns regarding the continued grazing referred to in the 
DEIS. The Timbered Rock DEIS admits that logging and other post-Þ re activities would change the movement of the cattle 
grazing in the Þ re area. Given that roadside and upland activities are the focus of the project, one is left with the conclusion 
that cows will be more concentrated in the riparian areas as a result. How would increased grazing in riparian areas lead to an 
attainment of ACS objectives?

Response: Post-Þ re activity may inß uence livestock movement, as stated in the EIS, but it does not assume all livestock will 
move towards riparian areas. They will simply move away from the activity (logging, sight-seeing, etc), and maybe by only a 
few yards.

5.4.3.17 Roads

Comments 319 and 343: Since the Þ re, road densities have been increased in the Elk Creek Tier 1 Key watershed. A likely 
scenario is that many roads on public lands will fail into the stream before they are decommissioned due to at least a 3 year 
delay to allow logging.

Response: The potential for mass wasting along roads is summarized in Section 3.3.3.3, Mass Wasting � Roads. This section 
summarizes the potential effect of delayed or abandoned road restoration efforts in the watershed, as well as the effects of 
proposed restoration on mass wasting along roads.

The proposed road restoration projects (52.3 miles of road renovation, 35 miles of road decommissioning, 13.3 miles of road 
decommissioning in riparian areas, 24.4 miles of road improvements, and upgrades of 11 high-risk stream crossings) will be 
prioritized during the speciÞ c planning and implementation phases of the road restoration efforts. Restoration priority would 
be given to road segments along mid-slope, in steep terrain (over 65 percent), and within the high and moderate burn severity 
areas. The length of these road segments was estimated to be between 40 and 60 miles (see Section 3.3.3.3, Mass Wasting 
� Roads). The proposed restoration of the 11 high-risk road Þ lls was based on slope stability analysis and Þ eld reconnaissance 
of road Þ lls (stream-crossings) in the moderate and high burn severity areas. 

Comment 321: The DEIS failed to adequately disclose the impacts from existing roads, reconstructed roads during Þ re 
suppression, and newly constructed roads by Boise Cascade to salvage timber within the Þ re perimeter.

Response: The effects of Þ re on mass wasting along existing roads are assessed in Section 3.3.3.3, Mass Wasting � Roads, 
for all alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. The information about the post-Þ re road building (4 miles in 2002, 
and 3 miles in 2003) was submitted by the private landowners. The OFPA regulates the road building and maintenance on 
private lands. These rules apply to all management activities in the forest, and were developed to protect forest resources, 
including water quality standards. The Division 625, Forest Roads, rules speciÞ cally include, among others: Road Location, 
Road Design, Road Construction, Stream Protection, and Road Maintenance (http://www.odf.state.or.us).
  
Comment 119: Additionally, the DEIS does not adequately consider the environmental strains on wildlife, soil, and streams 
due to road building.

Response: Environmental impacts of roads on wildlife were discussed in Sections 3.12.3.1 and 3.12.4.3, Wildlife. No 
new permanent roads would be constructed. Temporary road construction would have negligible impact to wildlife. Fully 
decommissioning roads would return four acres of land to vegetation for each mile of road (see Section 3.3.3.4, Soil). This 
was also addressed in Section 3.4.3.1, Hydrology, �Approximately 4,300 feet (about 0.9 miles) of temporary road would 
be built under this alternative. The roads would be on the ridgetop and not near streams or in Riparian Reserves. The roads 
would be decommissioned after use by ripping the road surface, seeding, and mulching. This action would add to the short-
term road density, but would be negligible at the subwatershed and watershed scale (see Appendix I). These roads would not 
deliver sediment to streams based on location and because the roads would be temporary.�
 
Comment 435: The BLM is relying on road density information that it knows is inaccurate. Page 3-44 of the DEIS 
acknowledges that �new roads built for private access after the Þ re are not in GIS� and hence not included in road density 
calculations. Similarly, the number of jeep roads in the watershed is not known by the BLM. (DEIS 3-53)

Response: The EIS used the most current information available and used this statement to show that there was an increase 
in roads due to the Þ re. The amount added for the Þ re or for salvage on private land would not considerably change the road 
density at a watershed or subwatershed scale. Roads on public lands have been Þ eld reviewed and evaluated, including roads 
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that may be considered jeep roads. The amount of road decommissioning and improvements planned for roads on public land 
would reduce the negative effects and move road density toward the amount recommended in the LSRA and WA.

Comment 337: The DEIS (p. 3-95) also failed to adequately disclose watershed level impacts [i.e. Þ sh declines] from 
inadequate riparian buffers and high erosion risk roads on private lands.

Response: Page 3-95 is a map relating to plant series. The BLM assumed the commenter was referring to page 3-85. 
Watershed level impacts are discussed throughout Section 3.5, Fisheries. This section discusses Riparian Reserves and road 
erosion and the efforts to minimize adverse effects on Federal and private lands. Roads on private lands were built to meet 
standards set by the OFPA and should meet water quality standards set by the DEQ.

5.4.3.18 Cultural

No comments were received.

5.4.3.19 Public Safety

Comment 52: The DEIS overly emphasizes short-term risk, and does not adequately describe the trade-offs if more trees 
were harvested. Also, there is no discussion about potential hazard reduction that could be applied, other than the discussion 
about roads. Many activities during harvest operations, as well as post harvest, can be applied to minimize hazard to whatever 
risks are identiÞ ed. However, none of the professionals address what could be done, only what cannot be done. These kinds 
of activities may add cost but are unlikely to be a signiÞ cant detriment to the overall project.

Response: Section 3.16.3.2 of the EIS addresses the trade-offs of different tree harvest levels as proposed by Alternatives 
A through G. Proposed area salvage (non-research units) in Alternative G has been modiÞ ed in the FEIS from evenly 
distributing snags across salvage units to concentrating snags on unharvested portions of units and removing all dead 
merchantable snags on salvage portion of units. This would provide reduced risk during harvest operations in the salvaged 
areas. The identiÞ ed PDFs are designed to reduce the risk to resources in implementation of the proposed harvest and 
restoration activities on the ground.

Comment 276: This project tries to excuse removal of large snags on safety grounds but they failed to consider a simple 
alternative, that its, to restrict workers (and others) from the hazard zone around hazard trees.

Response: This is true. Restriction of workers from these lands was not considered a feasible alternative because it would 
have included restricting the public from using all these public lands and restricted private landowners from accessing 
their land. Section 3.16.3 of the EIS recognizes and references OSHA requirements for hazard mitigation. Section 3.16.3.2 
identiÞ es the need when working around known hazard trees, to cut them or avoid activity within the area of risk.

5.4.3.20 Economics

Comment 306: In addition, we urge you to address the Þ ndings of the report recently released by EcoNW regarding the 
economics of post-Þ re logging.

Response: Review of this document identiÞ es several points to consider but does not present any new information that has 
not already been recognized within the EIS. Many of the questions or issues presented are broad in scope, difÞ cult to deÞ ne, 
and often based on �if � then� statements to occurrences or scenarios outside the scope of the document. Section 3.17 
recognizes the difÞ culty in predicting economic values due to economic variables and unforeseen factors. As a result, Section 
3.17.1.1 states, ��estimates of economic values are assumed to be static and are intended for a relative comparison of 
implementing various Alternatives.� Section 3.17 also recognizes the possibility of certain harvest areas to incur higher costs 
than revenue. Approximately eight potential harvest units, considered in the DEIS under Alternative G, have been dropped 
from consideration in the FEIS. Deferral of harvest is due to high levels of decay and associated logging costs making these 
areas uneconomical for harvest. A criticism of the EcoNW report is that it claims high economic costs for management and 
presents social inequalities related to salvage logging only. The study fails to recognize that restoration activities have similar 
attributes. Alternatives in the EIS are intended to provide for project objectives. Management costs and the risk of economic 
inequality (as deÞ ned in the study) are not necessarily an over-riding reason to forego attainment of management objectives.



Chapter 5-Comments and Responses

5-74

Comment 445: Please see Attachment 2: February 15, 2002 letter to RIEC from a number of prominent economists (who 
specialize in natural-resource and economic-development issues in the PaciÞ c Northwest) recommending an end to old 
growth timber sales. They conclude that there is �insufÞ cient economic justiÞ cation to warrant further logging of the regionʼs 
late-successional and old-growth forests.�

Response: Review of Attachment 2 provides talking points to recommend protection of late-successional and old-growth 
forests based on both quantiÞ able and non-quantiÞ able economic values. Arguments are also presented on the actual need for 
supply of timber from Federal lands to the private sector. In many respects this is opinion on what is the preferred economic 
use of public lands. Regardless of opinion, salvage is an element provided for by the LSRA as an appropriate action. 
Section 3.17.1.1 acknowledges non-market values are present and refers to other sections of the document to disclose the 
effects on non-market values. With respect to consideration in the attachment on the demand for Federal timber, the market 
will ultimately determine the result. Assuming there is no demand, there will be no buyers for any timber offering made. 
Nevertheless, proposed projects analyzed in the EIS do not suggest harvesting �old growth forest,� rather proposals include 
salvaging of Þ re-killed trees and accelerating development of late-successional forest conditions.

Comment 170: The BLM must remember that they already clearcut 19,000 acres of ancient forest in the Elk Creek 
watershed before it was designated as an LSR (EIS p 3-221).

Response: The accurate reference on this page is �From 1945 to 1994, approximately 19,000 acres of harvest activity 
occurred on Federally-administered lands within the Elk Creek Watershed (USDA and USDI 1996, II-59).� This is combined 
harvest activities on BLM and USFS administered lands. The commenter equates �past harvest activities� to clearcut. Past 
harvest activities include many different types of treatment including clearcutting, sanitation salvage, and thinning. The BLM 
clearcut approximately 2,500 acres between 1945 and 1994. Refer to the above reference for summary of harvest activities on 
Federal lands. 

Comment 54: If the BLM intends to salvage, then it needs to be expedited. Salvaging timber at Timbered Rock will be 
difÞ cult in 2004 and nearly impossible in later years. We have found after two seasons that the wood strength and quality has 
signiÞ cantly declined. Within one year, checking in the smaller logs (less than 10 inches) has made them difÞ cult to process. 
Costs and values need to be clearly understood if salvage sales are to be sold.

Response: Reduction in wood quantity, value, and feasibility for harvest of Þ re-killed trees, as a result of decay, are 
addressed in Sections 3.17.2.1 and 3.17.3.1 of the EIS. Section 3.17.3.1 estimates harvest to occur in 2004. Given NEPA 
requirements associated with preparing an EIS, this would be the earliest harvest activity could occur (see 40 CFR 1500). 
However, it is anticipated this EIS can be used in the future to expedite salvage logging, as appropriate (see Section 1.3.1, 
Objective 9).

Comment 347: The DEIS estimates the number of Þ re-killed trees and the numbers proposed for salvage logging but does 
not estimate the size classes of trees proposed for logging. Please disclose in the Final EIS and estimated number of the trees 
proposed for logging that are 18-32 inches diameter and trees greater than 32 inches diameter.

Response:  Figure 2.3-2 has been added to show the distribution of snags by diameters which would remain and be removed 
for each alternative.

Comment 444: The DEIS also does not indicate whether the timber from the project will be milled in Jackson County or 
exported to other locales or whether the loggers for the project will be hired from the local communities (nor can it do so until 
after the project has been awarded). Therefore, how can the BLM claim that jobs that beneÞ t the local communities will be 
created from this project?

Response: Section 3.17.1.1 recognizes effects to the economy of southwest Oregon from both restoration and timber harvest 
activity. Throughout Section 3.17, references are made to the regional economy. The distribution of effects is stated to be 
relatively higher at the local level (county or region) with relative effect at the broader scale less evident (state or national). 
Effects at the local level are a simple function of the project location. Although actual distribution of effects is unknown until 
restoration and harvest contracts are awarded, the BLM assumes that transportation costs and other factors would give local 
and regional Þ rms an advantage in procuring contracts. Making the assumption that no local economic beneÞ ts would occur, 
however, would be inappropriate.
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Comment 71: The cost estimates provided just appear in the document and there isnʼt any information or references backing 
up the numbers. No cost/revenue estimate was provided in the summary.

Response: Detailed cost estimates and sources for the values used are provided in the Administrative Record. A cost/revenue 
estimate by alternative is not provided. 40 CFR 1502.23 states that ��the weighing of merits and drawbacks of the various 
alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary cost-beneÞ t analysis and should not be when there are important qualitative 
considerations��  Section 3.17.3.1 and 3.17.3.2 identiÞ es that economic recovery of Þ re-killed trees provides monetary 
gains. Restoration activities, however, are an investment into resource values with qualitative beneÞ ts. Given this, economic 
values are displayed as a net value for only those values which are deÞ nable.

5.4.3.21 Other Resources

No comments were received.

5.4.4 Appendices

Comment 74: Many times the DecAID Wood Advisor (a program used to develop methods for managing snags, dead trees, 
and downed wood in forests) was mentioned, but without any sort of reference. I had to go and search for information on it 
in the bibliography. On page 3-108, the writers state, �The amounts of coarse woody debris remaining on-site in these areas 
exceed the amounts suggested by the LSRA and DecAID Wood Advisor as typical levels of coarse woody debris in these 
forest types (BLM 2003).� Within this statement there is no reference to what those values might be or how to Þ nd them in 
the attached appendix.

Response: Table D-2 in Appendix D in the DEIS provides a stand-by-stand comparison of existing snag and CWD levels 
with LSRA recommended �typical� levels. Table D-3 has been added to the FEIS and provides a stand-by-stand comparison 
of existing snag and CWD levels with the DecAID recommended �typical� levels used in Alternative D. The quote is from 
the effects of Alternative F. No salvage would occur in these stands in Alternative F so all existing snags and CWD would 
remain.
 
Comment 247: The EIS slope stability analysis was not site speciÞ c or unit speciÞ c (H-20). Alternative G would log trees on 
unstable and potentially unstable slopes.

Response: Based on slope stability and GIS analyses, the DEIS identiÞ ed a total of 200-400 acres (92 acres on BLM land), 
i.e. less than 0.5 percent of the Elk Creek Watershed, to be at elevated risk of imminent mass wasting (see Section 3.3.3.1, 
Mass Wasting � Uplands, Map 3-2, and Appendix H-Slope Stability Analysis). Of the 92 high-risk acres, approximately 7 
acres have a realistic potential for delivery of CWD to the streams via landslides, i.e. they are within 400 feet of streams. 
Approximately four of these acres would be salvaged in Alternative G. The DEIS proposes salvage harvest of dead trees 
within the Þ re perimeter; no live trees are proposed for harvest. This salvage action, or no action (no salvage), will have 
effectively the same effects on the incidence of mass wasting along the uplands, primarily due to reduced evapotranspiration 
(ET) and the loss of root strength, as a result of the Þ re (see Sections 3.3.2.1 and 3.3.3.1, Mass Wasting � Uplands). 

5.4.5 Miscellaneous

Comment 517: A more complete glossary or acronyms.

Response: Additional words that specialist thought would clarify the document were added to the glossary in the Final EIS. 
The list of acronyms is in the front of the document as well as throughout the text. When an acronym is Þ rst used in the 
document it is spelled out then shown in its acronym form.

Comment 518: A complete list of maps with page numbers.

Response: A list of tables, Þ gures, and maps with page location is included in the Final EIS.

Comment 519: All maps of alternatives should have had unit umbers on them with corresponding unit numbers printed in 
appendix D. Only Alternative E had this information. I was given a soils map with unit numbers when I asked for it.



Chapter 5-Comments and Responses

5-76

Response: Appendix D included tables for Alternative C, E, and F. The Final EIS will include these tables for Alternative 
D and G. The maps were designed with the potential areas to be treated, as well as the logging systems associated with 
the treated acres. In the development of the alternative maps, it was determined that for clarity, unit numbers would not be 
displayed on the maps. This is consistent with previous environmental analysis completed in the Medford District.

Comment 520: The present condition of the land as well as the desired future condition would have been helpful to me for 
each restoration project proposal as well as resulting canopy closures for all completed projects.

Response: Chapter Three, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences included the description of the land 
pre-Þ re and post-Þ re by resources. Environmental consequences were discussed in each resource section as it relates to each 
alternative. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 have been added to the Final EIS as a comparison of trends and consequences for the Preferred 
Alternative. The desired future condition for BLM-administered lands is shown in Chapter 5 of the LSRA, which has been 
included in Appendix B of the FEIS. The desired future condition associated with restoration projects is shown in Chapter 2 
as well as Appendix E.

Comment 521: A more complete index.

Response: Additional words were added to the index to help the reader.
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